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CALIFORNIA 





FRIDAY, MAY 11, 1956 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AN RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 9:30 a. m., Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall 
(chairman) presiding. 

Mr. AsprinaLtut. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be 
in session for the consideration of H. R. 10915 by our colleague, Mr. 
Sisk of California—a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, Cali- 
fornia, and for the same purpose a companion bill, H. R. 10952 by our 
colleague, Mr. Gubser of California, with the same title. 

Unless there is objection, H. R. 10915 and H. R. 10952 will be printed 
at this time in the hearing. There being no objection, it is so ordered. 


[H. R. 10915, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purposes of furnish- 
ing water for the irrigation of approximately four hundred and forty thousand 
acres of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents 
thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recre- 
ational and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit as an integral part of 
the Central Valley project. The principal engineering features of said unit 
shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site with an initial capacity 
of approximately one million acre-feet, the San Luis canal with a maximum 
capacity of six thousand eight hundred cubic feet per second, the Pleasant Valley 
canal, necessary pumping plants, distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, 
floodworks, and related facilities, including minimum basic recreational facili- 
ties. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Sec- 
retary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 
82 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except 
so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to enter into an 
agreement with the State of California for ultimate joint Federal-State use of 
the San Luis Reservoir. In the event such an agreement is executed, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall so design and construct the San Luis Dam and Res- 
ervoir as to permit its subsequent enlargement by the State of California to a 
capacity of approrimately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet and 
otherwise modify the dam and reservoir designs to permit their use by the State 
in connection with its Feather River project. In addition to other terms and 
conditions, the agreement shall provide for (a) repayment by the State of the 
cost of such modifications, (b) enlargement of the reservoir and other necessary 
construction at the expense of the State and the performance of such work so as 
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not to interfere with the operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir by the 
United States for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act and, (c) terms 
and conditions for the joint operation of the enlarged reservoir. The authority 
contained in this section shall not be held to be a limitation on the exercise by 
the Secretary of the authority conferred on him by section 1 of this Act, but 
actual construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced and no contract 
therefor shall be awarded prior to July 1, 1958, unless in the meantime, the 
Governor of the State of California shall have notified the Secretary that the 
State does not wish to enter into the agreement provided for in this section. 

Sec. 3. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts. The 
Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facilities of the 
San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, under con- 
tracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 
Stat. 265, 43 U. S. C. 528). 

Sec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized in section 1 of this Act, other than dis- 
tribution systems and drains, the sum of $230,000,000 plus such additional 
amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction 
of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indexes. 
There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts 
as are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains 
as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance 
of the unit. 





[H. R. 10952, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purposes of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately four hundred and forty thousand 
acres of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as inci- 
dents thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing 
recreational and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit as an integral 
part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering features of said 
unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site with an initial 
capacity of approximately one million acre-feet, the San Luis canal with a 
maximum capacity of six thousand eight hundred cubic feet per second, the 
Pleasant Valley canal, necessary pumping plants, distribution systems, drains, 
channels, levees, floodworks, and related facilities, including minimum basic 
recreational facilities. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San 
Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws 
(Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supple- 
mentary thereto), except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with 
this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to enter into an 
agreement with the State of California for ultimate joint Federal-State use of 
the San Luis Reservoir. In the event such an agreement is executed, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall so design and construct the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
as to permit its subsequent enlargement by the State of California to a capacity 
of approximately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet and otherwise 
modify the dam and reservoir designs to permit their use by the State in con- 
nection with its Feather River project. In addition to other terms and condi- 
tions, the agreement shall provide for (a) repayment by the State of the cost 
of such modifications, (b) enlargement of the reservoir and other necessary 
construction at the expense of the State and the performance of such work so 
as not to interfere with the operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir by 
the United States for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act, and, (c) 
terms and conditions for the joint: operation of the enlarged reservoir. The 
authority contained in this section shall not be held to be a limitation on the 
exercise by the Secretary of the authority conferred on him by section 1 of this 
Act, but actual construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced 
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and no contract therefor shall be awarded prior to July 1, 1958, unless in the 
meantime, the Governor of the State of California shall have notified the 
Secretary that the State does not wish to enter into the agreement provided for 
in this section. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized to extend the water service area of the 
San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties and to con- 
struct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project: 
Provided, That construction of such unit shall not be undertaken until a report 
demonstrating its physical and economic feasibility has been completed, reviewed 
by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and in no 
event prior to July 1, 1961, unless in the meantime the Governor of the State 
of California shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves con- 
struction of the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit as an integral part of 
the Central Valley project. The authority contained in this section shall not 
be held to be a limitation on the exercise by the Secretary of the authorities 
conferred on him by sections 1 and 2 of this Act. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts. The 
Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facilities of the 
San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, under 
contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 
Stat. 265 ; 48 U.S. C. 523) 

Sec. 5. There is ase authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized in section 1 of this Act, other than distri- 
bution systems and drains, the sum of $230,000,000 plus such additional amount, 
if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the 
types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indexes. There are 
also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as are 

required (a) for construction of the works authorized in section 3 of this Act, 
(b) for construction of such distribution systems and drains as are not con- 
structed by local interests, and (c) for operation and maintenance of the works 
herein authorized to be constructed. 


Unless there is objection, the order of the hearing this morning will 
be as follows: Presentation by the representatives ‘of the Department 
of the Interior for the first 30 minutes, which will include the ques- 
tions. After the presentation by the Department of the Interior there 
will be presentation of statements by Messrs. O'Neill, Regan, Pressy, 
Kaljian, Robinson, Benson, and Heffington, all of the latter state- 
ments being presented en bloc. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object, I notice 
we do not have much representation here at the committee this 
morning. 

This is a matter of considerable importance to California and I 
believe there are not even some of the members who visited the San 
Luis site last year present. It is not my purpose—I know these wit- 
nesses are here from various parts of the country and from Califor- 
nia in particular—to hold up the hearing; but I would not want this 
committee to go into any deliberations on this bill with so few having 
knowledge from the witnesses regarding it. 

I do not intend to make a point of no quorum at the present time, 
but I would like the chairman to know if at the time the witnesses 
from California are here, or come on the stand, I would feel free to 
ask unanimous consent that whatever record is made be not considered 
the official record of the committee unless and until it was subsequently 
read to at least a majority of the Members. 

Mr. Asrrnati. The gentleman from California knows he has the 
Chairman’s permission to do that. 
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Mr. Hosmer. I stated I would ask to have a unanimous consent 
request and, if it was not granted, I would make a point of order. 

Mr. AsptnautL. The gentleman from Colorado, who is chairman of 
the committee, would not permit such a unanimous consent being 
granted. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then I would have to make objection on the point of 
no quorum. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That is all right with the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. Aspinall) ; that is your permission and your privilege if you 
want to do that. 

Mr. Hosmer. [ withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. AspInaLL. I realize this morning the fact is we have no quo- 
rum present. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer, makes a 
point of order 

Mr. Hosmer. I have not made a point of order. My statement was, 
that at a later time when the California witnesses come before the com- 
mittee, if we do not have a substantial number here, I would feel free 
to make a unanimous consent request as I outlined and, if it were not 
granted, I would make a point of order. 

Mr. Eneate. Did you say you would make a unanimous consent re- 
quest before this committee ¢ 

Mr. AsprnaLy. He makes a point of order. 

Mr. Hosmer. I have not made a point of order. 

Mr. Asprnati. You reserve the right. The chairman (Mr. As- 
pinall) denies the right. You have not withdrawn it yet. 

Mr. Hosmer. I made a reservation to make a unanimous consent 
request. I have withdrawn it. 

Mr. Asprnati. Now, Mr. Engle? 

Mr. Enate. I would like to suggest it is very seldom that we take 
testimony with a full quorum present. As a matter of fact, the rules 
of the House provide that a committee can proceed to take testimony 
with no more than two members present, provided that one member 
of the minority is present. That is the reason the rule was adopted 
in the House of Representatives. 

We have not taken any action in this committee to change the 
quorum requirements necessary for the receipt of testimony, although 
such a proposal has been on the committee calendar now for a number 
of weeks, just to avoid the kind of situation we have here today, where 
we have 30 or 40 witnesses who have traveled 3,000 miles across the 
country to be heard and the threat being raised that all the expendi- 
ture of money and time will be wasted because someone wants to make 
a technical objection. 

This subcommittee, which happens to be the membership of the full 
committee, requires the membership of 15 present to constitute a 
quorum. I would like to suggest to the gentleman from Los Angeles 
that he refrain from that type of procedure; because it is going nec- 
essarily to require a very drastic change in our rules if it happens very 
often. And I hope we can proceed to hear these witnesses who have 
come from so far to present their testimony. Then, for the members 
of the committee who desire to read the testimony, the record will 
be available and ample time will be provided for all members who 
have not had a chance to be here to familiarize themselves with the 
testimony here presented and to be presented on Monday. And that is 








| 


Cs a Al ARN 


ee 





SAN, LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 5 


certainly adequate opportunity it seems to me for any member to ad- 
vise himself of that testimony before the committee takes any action, 
and I hope we do not get into a technical hassle here and inconvenience 
a group of witnesses, who are also the representatives of a very sub- 
stantial and important section of California, by a technical procedure. 

Mr. AsprnaL. Is there any objection to the unanimous consent re- 
quest of the Chair? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

The Chair would make one more unanimous consent request, that 
the statements from members be placed im the record at this place, but 
any oral presentation by the members be postponed until later. Is 
there any objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. Craig Hosmer, OF CALIFORNIA, BEFORE THE IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE ON THE SAN LUIS PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
there is sufficient water in California, including California’s right to the waters 
of the Colorado River in the amount of 5,362,000 acre-feet annually, to meet the 
future water demands in the State, assuming the surplus waters in the northern 
part of the State can be conserved and transported to the areas of deficiency 
in the southern part of the State. 

California’s problems of flood control, irrigation, domestic and industrial 
water supply, preservation of water quality, construction and operation of storage 
reservoirs, and ground-water management are interrelated and should be con- 
sidered as a unit. 

The northern California floods of December 1955 and January 1956 point up the 
need for establishing an overall State water program to plan, construct, and 
operate multipurpose projects, one of the benefits of which will be the prevention 
of future floods. These disasters also illustrate the fact that there are no 
separate parts to California’s water problem and that unified, integrated plan- 
ning and execution of policy is necessary to secure both flood control and the 
delivery of excess waters to the arid areas of need through multipurpose projects. 

In the past, most of the dams, reservoirs, and distribution systems in California 
have been built by the Federal Government, by irrigation and other local water 
districts, or by private interests. But today, major water and power develop- 
ments, such as the Feather River project and the projects outlined in the 
California water plan are being evolved by the State to meet the overall needs 
of the State. These involve transporting great quantities of water hundreds of 
miles over difficult terrain and are beyond the capacity of local public districts 
to finance and construct. Either the State must build these projects alone, or 
with some Federal assistance under the partnership concept, such as flood-control 
funds, non-interest-bearing loans for reclamation features, and the like, or leave 
the job entirely to the Federal Government. 

Californians feel they have progressed beyond complete dependence upon Fed- 
eral largess, with its consequent Federal control. That, and another compelling 
reason I will discuss shortly, is why they have developed their own plans, which, 
with only the Federal assistance visualized by the partnership concept, they can 
carry out themselves. 

The State’s Feather River plan is one of the most bold and imaginative water 
resources plans in man’s history. Due to peculiarities of California’s geography, 
the San Luis Reservoir site is an absolute physical necessity of the plan. It is 
a location through which water must pass if water is to be transported from 
north to south in the State. 

While the State was developing its plan, the Federal Bureau of Reclamation 
was developing another plan to use the San Luis Reservoir site for a local project 
to be integrated into the Central Valley project of California. Such Federal 
hypothecation of the San Luis site would, of course, wreck the Stae’s plans. 

When this became apparent, three general solutions, each with its own varia- 
tions, were developed : 

1. H. R. 10915, now before the committee, to have the Federal Government pur- 
chase the site, go ahead with its plans for a new Central Valley project unit, but 
in such manner that the State could later enlarge the reservoir’s initial 1 million 
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acre-feet capacity to 2.1 million acre-feet, and jointly use other portions of the 
facility. 

2. The California State engineer’s plan to have the State acquire the site, the 
Federal Government design and construct the project from the ground up as a 
unit of the Feather River project, the State to operate the project, return the 
Government’s investment in 40 annual installments, and acquire title upon 
completion of the payments. 

3. The plan proposed by many unofficial groups from all parts of the State, 
tacitly approved by the California State Legislature, and presented by Mayor 
Norris Poulson of Los Angeles, and spokesmen for the Feather River Association 
for the State initially to build, own, and operate the project as a unit of the 
Feather River plan, utilizing such Federal assistance as may be appropriate under 
the partnership concept. 

Realizing the vital necessity of this site to the overall solution of California’s 

vater problems, the brief outline of the three solutions just given reveals a 
striking and shocking underlying fear—a fear that Federal bureaucracy will 
subordinate the basic overall need for water by a great State to that bureaucracy’s 
own ends, purposes, and perpetuation. 

If this fear does not underlie the State engineer’s proposal, then why should he 
reject H. R. 10915, ask for State ownership of the site, operation of the project, 
and eventual ownership thereof? 

If this fear does not even more strongly underlie the third proposal, why, then, 
should the State engineer’s ideas be rejected in favor of a procedure giving Fed- 
eral bureaucracy even less chance to work its selfish will? 

Californians have experienced the grasping hands of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. The All-American Canal in southern California is an illustration. There 
the works were to be turned over by the Bureau for local operation when com- 
pleted. Yet the Bureau obstinately refused to certify the works as completed for 
over 10 years in order to perpetuate its power over a vast region of the State. 

The fears indicated are indeed not groundless. They are based on bitter expe- 
rience. It is not to the credit of the United States of America that one of its 
bureaus’ activities have given rise to them. It is the compelling duty of this 
committee and this Congress to bring about a reform. Perhaps the only way it 
‘an be done is by keeping the Federal bureaucrats’ hands out of this project from 
the beginning. Those who espouse the third solution believe so, and I am inclined, 
based on my own experiences with the Reclamation Bureau, to agree with them. 

It is not, however, my purpose to editorialize with regard to the Bureau of 
Reclamation. I merely state these facts so that there can be an understanding 
why there is conflict within the State, and between the State and the Federal 
Government to the San Luis project. 

I wish now to analyze in detail other reasons why the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir site should be developed by the State of California as part of the 
Feather River project, rather than by the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
as a unit of the Central Valley project. 

The Federal Government proposes to utilize the San Luis Reservoir site for 
the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. The State of California con- 
templates using the San Luis Reservoir as an essential part of the development 
and operation of the Feather River project. 

The State’s Feather River project contemplates construction of San Luis 
Reservoir, about 12 miles west of Los Banos, in Merced County, to store 2,100,000 
acre-feet of water. That is twice the storage capacity proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation for its initial San Luis unit. All of the farmland in west San 
Joaquin Valley proposed to be served by the Bureau would be served by the 
State’s greater project. 

The Federal San Luis project contemplates the construction of a dam on San 
Luis Creek to create a reservoir with capacity of 1 million acre-feet. Water 
would be pumped during the winter months into this reservoir from the Delta- 
Mendota Canal of the Central Valley project, which has surplus unused capacity 
in the off irrigation season. It would provide 1,267,000 acre-feet of water 
annually to irrigate 496,000 acres on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, 
primarily in Fresno County. 

The estimated Federal cost of the San Luis project is $229,053,000 and the non- 
Federal cost $170,067,000, making a total estimated cost of $399,120,000. 

In its repayment analysis the Bureau of Reclamation has set a tentative price 
of $7.50 per acre-foot for water delivered canalside. The Bureau in its report 
proposes to begin initia! service of water in 1965. 
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With extreme lowering of ground water due to heavy irrigation pumping on 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley in Fresno, Kings, and Kern Counties, it 
is fully understandable that there should be such urgent demand for the San Luis 
project by irrigators in Fresno County, and by irrigators in Kings. and Kern 
Counties for the Feather River project. 

The Feather River project as previously noted would pump water from both 
the Delta-Mendota Canal and the Feather River Canal into the San Luis Reser- 
voir of 2,100,000 acre-feet capacity, or over twice that proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The larger reservoir would provide regulation for 1,840,000 acre- 
feet of water to be supplied to the western side of San Joaquin Valley in Fresno, 
Kings, and Kern Counties and 1,800,000 acre-feet for southern California south 
of the Tehachapi. 

This greater utilization of the San Luis Reservoir site, which would provide 
direct benefits for a majority of the State’s people, industry, and irrigation, must 
be protected. The large landowners of Fresno County, principal proponents 
for the San Luis addition to the Trinity project, admittedly are in desperate need 
of additional water supply and claim that the San Luis project can be constructed 
by the Federal Government more quickly than Feather River project water can 
be brought to them by the State. This may be more argumentative than factual. 

Confirmation of the earlier delivery service to be expected under State devel- 
opment is given in the official views and recommendations submitted by the 
State of California on the Interior Department’s proposed report on the San 
Luis unit. The official California report says that construction of the San Luis 
unit should be completed by 1961 “as proposed in the State’s Feather River proj- 
ect construction program, rather than by 1965 as proposed in the report under 
review.” (Reference is to the Federal report.) 

The Feather River project was authorized by the State legislature in 1951. 
Some $2'% million already has been expended in surveys and studies and addi- 
tional surveys and studies must be completed before funds are provided for its 
construction. It is certain, however, that the Oroville Reservoir and the San 
Luis Reservoir will be essential elements in its construction. The two reservoir 
sites will be immediately acquired by the State and necessary funds have been 
appropriated at this session of the State legislature to provide for such acquisi- 
tion and to provide for the continued surveys and studies of most economic 
routes. 

As of March 26 the California Legislature had voted an appropriation of 
$9,150,000 to get the Feather River project started. This sum includes provision 
for purchase of the two key reservoir sites and eliminates any justification for 
Federal acauisition. 

The need for Feather River water is well established. There is common 
agreement on these points: (1) With full use of all of the Metropolitan Water 
District’s right to Colorado River water of 1,212,000 acre-feet annually; (2) full 
use by the city of Los Angeles of its 323,000 acre-feet capacity of the Los Angeles 
aqueduct from Owens Valley and Mono Basin; and (3) maximum conservation 
of local water, both surface and underground, the coastal area of southern 
California still must have additional water supplies. The only differences of 
opinion are how soon. A thumbnail sketch of the situation is as follows: 

Water service from the Colorado River aqueduct began in 1941. In the follow- 
ing 13 years, demand developed until, by 1954, 300,000 acre-feet, or one-fourth 
of the capacity of the Colorado River, was being utilized. During the same 13 
years there developed overdraft on ground water basins on the coastal plain of 
southern California, southerly of Los Angeles, of 300,000 acre-feet per annum. 
In other words, if the Colorado River aqueduct were furnishing every demand 
and the ground water basins were not being overdrawn, 600,000 acre-feet, or 
one-half the capacity of the aqueduct, would be required only 13 years after its 
initial use. 

Should the phenomenal growth of this area of southern California continue 
for the next 13 years as it has during the last 13, it would appear that the full 
flow of the Colorado River aqueduct of the Metropolitan Water District, under 
its contract with the United States Government for 1,212,000 acre-feet of water 
of the Colorado River, would be required in the short time of another 13 years. 
Others have expressed the view that additional water from the north will not 
be required for as long as 25 years, but there is no disagreement that water from 
the north must be secured and that the Feather River project offers the most 
feasible and practical solution. 
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The Feather River project is of supreme importance also in water-short areas 
in the counties of Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito, and the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley in Fresno, Kings, and Kern Counties. The Feather 
River project also includes important flood-control developments within the 
Feather River drainage area itself and irrigation in the service area lying be- 
tween Oroville and Sacramento. 

It must be remembered that southern California would be left high and dry 
so far as economic development of new water supplies from the Feather River 
is concerned if the Federal Government should usurp control of the San Luis 
Reservoir site. 

The Federal San Luis plan would not bring one drop of water to southern 
California. Its whole costly effort would be devoted to relatively few land- 
owners. Therefore, no feature of that project should be permitted to interfere 
with the State’s comprehensive plan for the Feather River project, which is 
absolutely dependent for its economic success upon State use and control of 
the San Luis Reservoir. Under State operation and control, the San Luis Reser- 
voir would perform a much greater public service than under the inadequate 
half-size Federal proposal. 

State development of this project would be in harmony with the report made 
by the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy in Wash- 
ington, D. C., on January 17, 1956. That report, which was prepared by a com- 
mittee consisting of Secretary of Interior McKay, Secretary of Agriculture Ben- 
son, and Secretary of Defense Wilson, includes this statement: 

“The Federal Government should encourage non-Federal initiation and as- 
sumption of responsibility for construction of water resources projects. This 
encouragement should include payment in the case of non-Federal projects of 
the amount that would have been nonreimbursable had the project been federally 
constucted and the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests for 
the construction of projects, and other appropriate means.” 

It must be remembered that the San Luis Reservoir is an integral part of 
the State Feather River project that is intended to serve portions of 22 coun- 
ties in which 76. percent of the State’s population resides. Yet, the Federal 
plan would dominate the use and control of this key reservoir site for the limited 
purpose of serving only portions of three counties. In those three counties the 
population to be benefited is only 22,500 and the area to be irrigated is 496,000 
acres. 

The Reclamation Bureau report states that most of the area is in large land- 
holdings. It states that there are only 1,050 owners in the farm service area. 
Contrast that number with 6 million now living in southern California who 
look to the Feather River for future water supplies but who would get not one 
drop from the Federal plan. 

Of the 1,050 owners, 130 have farms above 320 acres in size for a total 
acreage of 363,000, or 76 percent of the total area. Their average holdings are 
2,800 acres each. Further breakdowns in the Federal report show 44 corpora- 
tions hold 249,000 acres or 50 percent of the service area. The four largest 
ownerships total 143,700 acres, an average of 35,925 acres each. 

Obviously this is not a relief program for small farmers. The special interests 
of this large operator group should not be given priority over the needs and 
welfare of millions of average men, women, and children in other portions of 
the State who need supplemental water. The State plan takes care of the inter- 
ests of all, whereas the Federal plan is exclusively for limited, special groups. 

In conclusion I wish to say that divergencies of opinion are rapidly being 
resolved in California among those who are against Federal ownership and con- 
trol of the San Luis in principle. The State governmental machinery itself is 
working at an accelerated pace to smooth the way for early State action. Local 
water bodies, both public and private, are doing likewise. 

As soon as possible I intend to present legislation embodying the State con- 
struction, ownership, and control principle. Also, I will probably introduce 
a bill embodying the State engineer’s concepts, so that they may be before the 

committee for comparison. 

The only thing before the committe, and I emphasize this, is the all-Federal 
Central Valley San Luis proposal, which should be rejected both in principle, as 
a premature and as an unwarranted interference in internal affairs of the 
State which are now in the process of resolution. 

I most strenuously recommend that the committee take no action toward 
legislating on this subject until the rapidly clarifying situation in California 
assumes sharper focus. 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. Moss BrEForE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, MAy 11, 1956 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have an opportunity to appear before this 
subeonunittee to endorse H. R. 10915, my colleague Congressman Sisk’s bill to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the great 
Central Valley project. The lands to be served by San Luis are located in the 
San Joaquin Valley which adjoins the Sacramento Valley, part of which lies 
within my district. Serving both of these opulent valleys is the Central Valley 
project. 

Completion of the San Luis unit is, after Trinity Dam, the next logical step 
in the completion of the Central Valley project. it contemplates use of the 
existing Tracy pumping plant and the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central 
Valley project for the transportation to the San Luis Reservoir of some 7.5 
million acre-feet of surplus water now wasting to the ocean. At San Luis it 
will be stored for use in irrigating 400,000 acres of highly productive lands which 
are in desperate need of water. 

San Luis is needed now, and construction should be commenced at the earliest 
practicable moment if these rich agricultural acres are not to revert to desert. 

Currently, the lands to be served are entirely dependent upon water pumped 
from wells for irrigation. According to the Bureau of Reclamation report on 
San Luis, the groundwater bank account is being drawn upon at the rate of over 
1 million acre-feet per year and is only being recharged at the rate of 210,000 
acre-feet annually. It is, therefore, not surprising that the groundwater table 
is dropping at the rate of over 25 feet per year. 

Mr. Sisk’s bill contains what I believe to be a very logical solution to the 
problem of integrating San Luis with the State of California’s Feather River 
project by providing for ultimate State-Federal use of the San Luis Reservoir. 

When I was a member of the California State Assembly, I played a major role 
in bringing about the authorization of the Feather River project as a State devel- 
opment. I was a member of the State assembly committee reporting the bill, 
and I actively participated in the floor debates and maneuvers looking to its 
authorization. 

In view of this background, I think I may well claim to have a fairly compre- 
hensive knowledge of this project, and I take this opportunity to tell you that 
I see no possible conflict between Federal construction of the San Luis and the 
State of California’s development of the Feather River. 

I therefore recommend and urge upon this subcommittee the desirability of 
acting favorably on Mr. Sisk’s bill at this session of the Congress. 


Mr. Asrrnaty. The Chair makes the following unanimous consent 
request, that the examination of witnesses be limited to 5 minutes 
throughout the hearing with the privilege later, if time permits, so 
that some members can get more time if they so desire. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that 5 minutes for members? 

Mr. AspINnaLu. Five minutes for members. Is there any objection ? 
Hearing none, unanimous consent is granted. 

Before the Chair calls the witnesses, does any member wish to make 
a suggestion ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to request that the Chair instruct the 
committee staff to telephone the various members of the committee to 
see if they cannot get here. 

In reference to what my colleague, Mr. Engle, said, I want to cor- 
rect him. I am not from Los Angeles; I am from Long Beach. 

Secondly, I believe insofar as courtesy to the people who have 
traveled 3,000 miles to give their testimony is involved, I think it 
should be given to a substantial number of the committee members 
and not a rump hearing. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair understands that the clerk has called all 
of the members twice this morning and will do it again. As per usual, 
we do not get a quorum in this committee until late, as the gentleman 
from Long Beach, Mr. Hosmer, knows just as well as I do, even 
though the staff are very diligent in their efforts. 
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Mr. Assorr. We have 6 or 7 members meeting on very important 
legislation that is coming up before the Veterans’ Affairs Committee 
today. 

Mr. AsPINALL. With the understanding that has been agreed to, the 
Chair calls to the table as the first witnesses, Mr. W. A. Dexheimer, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, and Mr. Clyde H. Spencer, Regional 
Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, with the understanding 
that Mr. A. N. Murray, project development engineer from Sacra- 
mento, and Mr. N. B. Bennett, Jr., Chief, Project Development Divi- 
sion, Washington, will be available for questions; together with the 
understanding that we have in the committee room this morning Hon. 
Fred Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, who has stated 
that he, too, will be available for questioning as we go along, but he 
has no statement to make at this time. 

Unless there is objection, the report of the Department of the In- 
terior when received will be made a part of the record immediately 
following the bills. Is there any objection? Hearing no objection, 
it is so ordered, 

Mr. Dexheimer, we will be glad to have you make your presentation 
to the committee. 





STATEMENTS OF W. A. DEXHEIMER, COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMA- 
TION; AND CLYDE H. SPENCER, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. ; ACCOMPANIED BY A. N. 
MURRAY, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER, SACRAMENTO, 
AND N. B. BENNETT, JR., CHIEF, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT DIVI- 
SION, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I 
have with me Mr. Spencer and Mr. Murray from our Sacramento 
office. We do not have at this time a report of the Department, which 
we hope to have very shortly, on the San Luis project and on these 
bills. 

The proposal we have made in our report was that the Federal 
Government be authorized to construct the San Luis unit with a 
provision that, when and if the State of California is prepared to work 
cooperatively with us, we would be happy to integrate the San Luis 
unit into the State’s future plans which, as I understand, are not yet 
firm enough so that we can reach any agreement at this time. 

With that brief statement, I would like to have Mr. Spencer give 
you the details on the project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand, Mr. Dexheimer, you and the mem- 
bers of your staff here in Washington will be able to be present with 
us when we get the report? 

Mr. DexuHermer. We will be at the call of the committee at any 
time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Spencer, we are glad to have you before our 
committee again, and shall be glad to receive your presentation. 

Mr. Spencer. My name is Clyde H. Spencer. Iam Regional Direc- 
tor of Region 2, with headquarters in Sacramento. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with your permission 
I will make a brief introductory statement concerning San Luis unit 
and the way in which it fits in with the Central Valley project and 
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the California water plan. After the statement I would be pleased 
to answer any questions which the members may have. 

Before discussing physical details of the San Luis unit, I can sum- 
marize the proposal by saying that the works would be used to capture 
wintertime water which occurs in the northern part of California 
and, after meeting needs there, transfer the surplus to water-short 
areas to the south. This is the purpose of the irrigation features of 
the Central Valley project as planned by State and Federal agencies 
over the last 35 years. The Central Valley project, as its name 
implies, has been limited to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. 
It has been and is being planned and constructed in stages to meet the 
needs of various localities as those needs develop to the point where 
local interests are willing to pay the costs of the project. 

In several acts, the Congress has recognized this stage of develop- 
ment by authorizing additions to the Central Valley project. Thus 
the Central Valley project (chart 1) was first authorized as a Fed- 
eral reclamation project by the Congress to include Shasta and Kes- 
wick Dams and powerplants, the Delta Cross-Channel, Contra Costa 
Canal, Delta-Mendota Canal, and Friant Dam, Friant-Kern Canal, 
and Madera Canal. The project was reauthorized in 1940 to include 
distribution systems from main canals. 

In October of 1949 the Congress reauthorized the project to in- 
clude Folsom Dam and Reservoir, Folson powerplant, the Sly Park 
unit, and Nimbus Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant. The initial fea- 
tures of the project and those comprising the American River develop- 
ment are now in operation. The Congress authorized the Sacramento 
Canal unit in 1950, a feature which is now under construction. In 
1955 the Trinity River division of the project was authorized and the 
first major construction contract on that division has been awarded. 

The irrigation features of the Central Valley project have developed 
in three steps. First, additional water was developed for the Sac- 
ramento Valley, the east side of the San Joaquin Valley, and salinity 
control in the Delta. Second, additional water was developed for 
the Sacramento Valley and the lower west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley along the Delta-Mendota Canal. Third, still more water was 
developed for the Sacramento Valley and for the Delta-Mendota 
Canal service area. 

The supplies developed thus far do not meet the ultimate total re- 
quirements in the three major service areas, but do go a long way in 
that direction. The remaining large block of land in the Central 
Valley having critical need for supplemental supplies lies on the upper 
west side of the San Joaquin Valley, a part of which—the San Luis 
area—is proposed for development under the bill now before the 
committee. 

The San Luis unit, with which we are presently concerned, lies on 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley about 150 miles southeast of 
San Francisco and about 30 miles southwest of Fresno (charts 1 
and 2). Lands to be irrigated lie at elevations between about 200 
and 485 feet on a broad, gently sloping plain extending eastward from 
the coast range. The area totals about 496,000 acres in a strip about 
65 miles long and 13 miles wide. 

This is a semiarid area in the lee of the coast range in which sur- 
face water sources consist of intermittent creeks drying in the sum- 
mer. Present irrigation relies entirely on groundwater. In 1951-52, 
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the annual groundwater draft from wells—which is increasing every 
year—totaled about 1 million acre-feet, of which 300,000 acre-feet 
returned to underground. The average annual natural recharge is 
estimated as about 200,000 acre-feet. Thus the net overconsumption 
amounts to about 500,000 acre-feet annually. As a consequence of 
this overdraft on the groundwater basin, water levels in deep wells 
have been steadily declining. Between 1946 and 1951 pump lifts 
have increased at an average rate of 25 feet per year. The average 
pump lift in the area in 1951 was about 400 feet. 

In 1943 representatives of the West Side Land Owners Association 
asked the Bureau of Reclamation to investigate the possibility of pro- 
viding water for them through the Central Valley project. At that 
time, we were making a comprehensive survey of potential water- 
development throughout the Central Valley, an investigation we 
wished to complete before making detailed analyses of the west side 
area. The results of these basinwide studies present the essentials 
of our present plans for the San Luis unit, with diversion from the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the use of the San Luis Reservoir 
site. These plans are published in Senate Document 113, 81st Con- 
cress, Ist session, Central Valley Basin, August 1949. Subsequent- 
ly, we have prepared a much more detailed feasibility report which 
has been reviewed by the State of California and is now being con- 
sidered by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The first question that had to be solved in the studies was the 
source of water supply. The best source would be the winter and 
spring runoff that wastes from the delta into the Pacific Ocean each 
year, if some way could be found to lift the water from sea level in 
the delta, transport this water southward and store it for use in the 
summer irrigation season. Fortunately the Delta-Mendota Canal 
of the Central Valley project has been constructed from the delta 
to the San Luis area. This canal, and the Tracy pumping plant 
which lifts water from the delta into it, are designed to supply water 
to northern San Joaquin Valley lands. The maximum capacity of 
the pumps and the canal is needed only at the peak of the irrigation 
season in the summertime. 67 miles from the Tracy pumping plant 
the Delta-Mendota Canal passes within 214 miles of the San Luis 
Reservoir site, a point close to the head of the San Luis service area. 
The Delta-Mendota Canal can deliver about 114 million acre feet of 
useful irrigation water at present; it can be made to deliver twice as 
much with a San Luis Reservoir in operation. Thus, we can get 
twice as much use out of the $70 million Delta~-Mendota Canal sys- 
tem. 

Water imported for the San Luis service area would be lifted at 
the Tracy pumping plant and transported in the Delta-Mendota 
Canal for a distance of 67 miles to San Luis Creek at times when the 
Tracy plant and the Delta-Mendota Canal are not being used fully 
(chart 3). Beyond San Luis Creek new works would be required, 


including the 199,000 horsepower San Luis pumping plant, the San, 


Luis Reservoir, the 104-mile San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley 
pumping plant and canal, transmission facilities to the present pump- 
ing plants, a series of small relift pumps, and miscellaneous struc- 
tures for maintenance and operation. These facilities would de- 
liver about 114 million acre feet of irrigation water per year from 
San Luis Canal. 
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Water for the San Luis unit would have to be pumped from sea 
level to an elevation of nearly 500 feet above sea level although much 
of the water would not need to be pumped through that full dis- 
tance. We estimate that service of 114 million acre feet annually 
to the area would require 756 million kilowatt hours of electric energy 
annually. This power would come from the generating facilities 
of the Central Valley project, including the Trinity River division, 
since our report is welt upon the assumption that Trinity generating 
plants would be constructed by the Federal Government. In this 
connection, section 1 of Public Law 386, 84th Congress, Ist session, 
in which the Trinity River division of the Central Valley project 
was authorized, provides among other things: 

That the Secretary is authorized and directed to continue to a conclusion 

the engineering studies and negotiations with any non-Federal agency with 
respect to proposals to purchase falling water and, not later than 18 months 
from the date of enactment of this act, report the results of such negotiations, 
including the terms of a proposed agreement, if any, that may be reached, 
together with his recommendations thereon, which agreement, if any, shall not 
become effective until approved by Congress. 
Power supply and rates for the pumping of water to the San Luis area 
are, of course, very important in order that water charges to irrigators 
will be as low as possible. The report on the sale of falling water 
will take into account this need for adequate and economical energy 
for the San Luis unit. 

In other words, we recognize need for a large block of electric 
energy for pumping which can be provided either from expanded 
Central Valley project generating facilities or from the existing facil- 
ities in conjunction with arrangements for sale of falling water at 
the Trinity plants if they be built nonfederally. 

It has been our consistent effort in designing the various units of 
the Central Valley project to lay them out so they can serve an im- 
mediate area and at the same time be adapted to future use in other 
areas. The Delta-Mendota Canal and its proposed use with the San 
Luis unit is an example of this long-range planning. Our Central 
Valley Basin report was first released in 1945 and underwent review 
by the State and other agencies during the next few years before 
final publication in 1949. In this basin report we recommended that 
the San Luis Reservoir and main canal be so designed as to meet 
future water requirements in southern Kings and Kern counties. In 
1951 the State Engineer of California proposed construction of a 
large canal system to deliver water throughout the western San 
Joaquin Valley and in southern California. The State proposal did 
not include a San Luis Reservoir, but instead contemplated one canal 
and a series of pumping plants of adequate size to meet part of the 
ultimate requirements in the San Joaquin Valley and in southern 
California. 

The San Luis unit, as now planned by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
contemplates essentially the same structures which we proposed in 
1945. A small increase is proposed in the size of San Luis Reservoir 
and in the main canal in order to meet the expanded water require- 
ments we now contemplate in western San Joaquin Valley, and we 
recommend that the dam be designed so it can be enlarged in the 
future to meet anticipated needs to the sonth. It is the same plan 
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which was informally circulated in August 1954, among other govern- 
mental agencies and the State of California. In November of 1954, 
the Bureau was advised the San Luis Reservoir was being included 
in the State plan for the Feather River project. Actually, the reser- 
voir as San Luis is a key structure which is in a position to furnish 
water to very large service areas, depending upon the size of canals 
connected with it and facilities for transporting water into those 
wider areas. In summary, the project on which we have reported is 
designed to provide immediate service to an area of critical water 
need while being adapted to use in serving other areas to the south. 
As the State engineer proposed in his most recent report on the State’s 
Feather River project, our plan includes initial construction of a 
1 million acre-foot reservoir at San Luis, with provision for future 
enlargement, so there is no substantial engineering conflict in our 
plans and those of the State. 

The cost of the major storage and conveyance features of the San 
Luis unit is estimated at $229 million, all of which, except for $90,000 
for minimum basic recreational facilities, would be reimbursable. In 
addition, distribution and drainage systems costing $170 million would 
be required. These might be constructed either by the local interests 
or by the United States. 

The benefit-cost ratio for the San Luis unit computed on a 100-year 
basis is 2.5 to 1. If primary benefits only are considered, the benefit- 
cost ratio is 1.07 to 1. 

Our repayment analyses show that with the San Luis unit inte- 
grated financially with the Central Valley project, a water rate of 
$7.50 for delivery at canalside would be sufficient for full repayment of 
reimbursable costs of the major storage and conveyance features by 
the year 2014. This rate would be sufficient to repay 85 percent of 
the cost of the new works. Commercial power revenues over and 
above those needed for power repayment are available to provide the 
balance of irrigation repayment, including the capital cost of the power 
facilities needed to generate the required electric energy for pumping. 
If the water users choose to contract for distribution systems with the 
United States, and repay the cost in equal annual installments over a 
40-year period, the annual payment is estimated to be about $414 
million per year. The total costs, although relatively high as com- 
pared to many other projects, are well within the ability of the farm- 
ers to repay. 

In summary, it may be noted that provision of irrigation water to 
the San Luis unit by means of the Central Valley project and Feather 
River facilities is another step forward in the application of the 
principles upon which California water planning is based and of 
which the original Central Valley represents the first application. 
Integration of State and Federal plans has reached the stage of agree- 
ment in principles but details remain to be worked out. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Thank you very much, Mr. Spencer. 

Let the record show the presence of our colleagues, Congressman 
Hagen of Bakersfield, Calif., and Congressman Gubser, who was pres- 
ent, and who will be before the committee this afternoon. 

It is the chairman’s plan that these gentlemen now before the com- 
mittee will be called back later if there are remaining questions that we 
want to get answered. 
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According to the procedure I announced awhile ago, 15 minutes re- 
main for the questioning of these witnesses at this time. The chair- 
man would suggest that members of the committee who will have the 
time, yield to the author of one of these bills for any general informa- 
tion they may want to get. 

The chairman recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. I yield to Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you have any questions you wish to ask? 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman from Texas for yielding. I do 
not want to take the committee’s time this morning in the questioning 
of these witnesses, as the chairman has suggested they can be back 
before us. I do want to commend Mr. Spencer on his statement with 
reference to the project. And I believe, Mr. Spencer, your recom- 
mendation calls for the construction in its initial stages as you have 
proposed, for later enlargement of the project. Is that correct? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Sisx. And just what would be the maximum size this reservoir 
could be enlarged to, in the opinion of the department ? 

Mr. Srencer. The initial construction would be to 1 million acre- 
feet, but our plans and our cost estimates include the work necessary 
to be done now to prepare for eventual doubling that size to ap- 
proximately 2 million acre-feet. And our studies to date show that 
is about the economic limit to the enlargement. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you repeat that again ? 

Mr. Srencer. Our present studies indicate that 2 million acre-feet 
or approximately 2 million acre-feet, is about the maximum-size dam 
that can be constructed economically at the site. 

Mr. Sisk. Approximately 2 million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Spencer. Approximately. I would not quarrel with anyone 
on 2 million, or 2.1 million. 

Mr. Sisk. Now the anticipated area over which you propose to dis- 
tribute water under the initial plan of construction would be approx- 
imately the same, which is 450,000 to 500,000 acres in the so-called San 
Luis area ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Seencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. And what if any plans, Mr. Spencer, does the Bureau 
have for further extending the distribution area ? 

Mr. Spencer. In our 1949 comprehensive report, we showed an 
extension of this same unit south into Kern County to the vicinity 
of Bakersfield, but we did not have any indication from the local 
people they wanted any further study. So all we have is the recon- 
naissance investigation. But it can be done. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. AspInaALu. Just a minute; the gentleman from Texas has the 
floor. Do you yield? 

Mr. Rocers. I yield. 

Mr. Sisk. This southern extension—does that have a name? Does 
the southern extension you are talking about have a name? 

Mr. Murray. We have called that the Avenal Gap or Antelope 
Plains unit. 

Mr. Sisk. Now with reference to the water rates that would be 
charged to the water users in the immediate area, I think it is figured 
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at somewhere in the neighborhood of $7.50 per acre-foot; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. Assuming there were extensions in the valley area, for 
example the areas included in Kings County and areas in Kern County, 
would you anticipate there would be any radical difference in the wa- 
ter charges assuming those areas were supplied ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mr. AsprnaLy. The time of the gentleman from Texas has ex- 

ired. 

5 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mriuer. I just want to say to Mr. Engle and Mr. Hosmer that 
we always welcome people from California, to listen to their water 
problems. We know how important water is to a rapidly growing 
State such as California. But I am a bit concerned about the dif- 
ference of opinion that seems to exist in different sections of Cali- 
fornia. 

As I understand it, the officials of that State will be here to support 
certain sections of the bill. The State believes it might be able to 
build the project, and the Bureau of Reclamation is here and is going 
to put forth their best foot to show that they should build the project. 

T shall listen with a great deal of interest and try to weigh the pros 
and cons of what seems to me important legislation ; because I believe 
in conserving water and developing resources. This is a step to keep 
California growing, if it can be done properly. 

Now I yield the balance of my time to Mr. Hosmer to use at his 
discretion. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Avenal Gap that you mentioned the name of was 
not in the 1949 report. As a matter of fact, the 1955 Central Valley 
report contained information that that does not? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, the 1949 report does refer to Avenal Gap. The 
information in our 1955 report is due to the fact that we had been 
requested by the Senator from California to make some investigation. 

Mr. Hosmer. That would require an additional reservoir capacity 
up to 2 million acre-feet, would it not? 

Mr. Murray. Not necessarily, Mr. Hosmer. The excess reservoir 
capacity beyond 1 million acre-feet can be used to serve that area and, 
in addition, a good many other areas, depending on the canal system 
constructed in the area and depending on whether there is another 
reservoir constructed at Avenal Gap. 

Mr. Hosmer. What I am concerned with is the fact, as I under- 
stand it, this particular reservoir site is vital as a pathway for water 
from the northern part of the State to the southern part of the State, 
is it not? 

Mr. Spencer. It is very necessary ; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And should its use be devoted in some manner ex- 
clusively to that portion of the San Joaquin Valley, then it would 
not be available for the additional use as a transfer point for water 
from the north to the south; is that correct? 

Mr. Spencer. If I understood your question, you said that a por- 
tion would be needed for the San Joaquin Valley, but the remainder 
of it could be used beyond ? 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, we are striking at the same thing. 
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We are trying in some way to reserve a site to use not only in the San 
Joaquin Valley, but for the bringing of water from the north to the 
south. ‘ 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Hosmer. In bringing water from the north to the south of 
the State, does your plan not contemplate using what is known as 
the Feather River project; is that not correct? 

Mr. Spencer. The State has a Feather River project; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Am I correct also in this statement, that there is some 
difference of opinion as to how the use of the San Luis site should be 
made; whether it should be made by the Federal Government initially 
with some arrangement with the State for joint use, while on the 
other end of the line there is a view that the State should do it all 
and possibly the Federal Government either contract it out or the 
local interests should develop what they need for their own distribu- 
tion system ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I would like to comment on that, if I may. Hav- 
ing had very recently several conferences with the Governor of Cali- 
fornia and the State engineer, I would say there is no difference of 
opinion between our organization and the officials of the State as to the 
means and practicality of integrating the San Luis Reservoir for 
both purposes—to serve the San Luis unit and to serve any extension 
to the south, either by the State or by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not a fact, though, that the bill before this com- 
mittee contemplates the San Luis project as part of the Central Valley 
project ? 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. And the recommendation of the State of California 
is that it be part of the Feather River project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think the recommendation which the Governor 
will give to you shortly will be that it be a Federal Bureau of Recla- 
mation project initially, to be integrated by agreement with the State 
in their future plans for the Feather River project. And I see no 
difficulty in that integration in any way. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not a fact 

Mr. Asprnatu. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska has ex- 

ired. Five minutes remain for questioning the witnesses at this time. 
Taloos there is objection, the time will be divided equally between the 
majority and minority members of the committee. 

Mr. Westuanp. Reserving the right to object, I understand the 5 
minutes is for the members ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. These witnesses are on for only 30 minutes so 
as to take care of the out-of-town witnesses. This meeting has been 
held today and will be continued on Monday primarily for the purpose 
of hearing the out-of-town witnesses. 

The Senate committee set its hearings on this legislation at this time 
and we are trying to cooperate so it will not be necessary to recall 
these witnesses from out of town. That is the reason why we are 
cutting short the questioning of the Department’s witnesses, but they 
will be back, when the questioning can proceed. 

If the Chair hears no objection, the time will be divided as sug- 
gested by the Chair. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enate. I yield my time to Mr. Sisk. 
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Mr. Sisk. Pursuing my questioning of Mr. Spencer at the point 
where I was interrupted, is there any differential in rates between the 
immediate area of Fresno County as against Ktng and Kern Coun- 
ties? Assuming water was available, would there be any difference 
in rates? 

Mr. Spencer. I see no reason why there should be any great differ- 
ential. As I understand, our studies in Kern County have been limited 
to a reconnaissance type and before setting up prices for Kern County 
we would find it necessary to complete the investigations to find out 
the farmers’ ability to repay, water use, and so forth. Then the rate 
would be established as it has been in the entire Central Valley within 
the ability of the farmers to pay, with the power revenues taking up 
the differential, and not on the basis of the total cost of the project. 

Mr. Stsk. Based on the ability of the water users to pay in that area? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Now I wish you would comment briefly, or Mr. Dex- 
heimer, on section 3 of the bill by the gentleman from California, Mr. 
Gubser. That has reference to the authorization for the extension 
of the San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Coun- 
ties, and to construct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of 
the Central Valley project. 

Are you familiar with that? If so, I just wondered if you would 
make some comment about what studies the Department has made, or 
whether or not you want to get into that possibility. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Murray i is our planning engineer for that area 
He probably can answer that a little better than 3 

Mr. Murray. Mr. Sisk, we have given some consideration in the 
past to the importation of water into Santa Clara and San Benito 
Counties on a preliminary basis, but we have not made detailed inves- 
tigations in that area. We have had these scheduled and I imagine, 
if Departmental approval for the investgiations is made, we would 
contemplate going ahead with it. 

We have not given any consideration to their being tied in financially 
or what the effect might be on the Central Valley project, because this 
is the first time it has come up in that form. We are just not in a 
position to say about that at the moment. 

Mr. Asprnati. The time of the gentleman from California, Mr. 
Engle, has expired. 

The Chair rec ognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. waylor. 

Mr. Saytor. You say this unit was originally planned in 1945 

Mr. Srencer. We started the investigation in 1943 on the ie of 
a cooperative agreement with the w ater users; ves, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. What did you estimate you could build this unit for 
in 1945? 

Mr. Spencer. We had no estimate in 1945. [After a pause.] Ex- 
cuse me: I was not there at that time. 

Mr. Murray. I would have to check, but I think about $26 million. 
That was on the basis of 1940 prices. 

Mr. Saytor. What do you estimate this unit will cost in 1956 ? 

Mr. Spencer. $229 million. 

Mr. Murray. The figure I gave you was for the San Luis Dam. 
Costs a re about double now what they were in 1940. 

Mr. Saytor. What did you estimate the income per acre in 1945 of 
the farmers in that area ? 
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Mr. Murray. I just do not recall. That is contained in our 1949 

report, but I do not recall. 
fr. Savior. What do you estimate the income of the farmers is in 
1956 ? 

Mr. Murray. Our report shows the payment ‘apacity based on 
1949-53 prices. The payment capacity 1s $56 an acre. That is the 
amount left over after paying all production costs, except the actual 
cost of the water. 

Mr. Saytor. This statement of Mr. Spencer’s indicates that this 
will be a 100-year pay-out; is that correct ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. He said the benefit-cost ratio on the basis 
of a 100-year analysis is 2.5 to 1, but our repayment studies are all 
based on a 50-year period of repay ment. 

Mr. Saytor. Why do you estimate 50 years for repayment? The 
reclamation law says 40 years. 

Mr. Murray. There is a 10-year development period, and 40 years 
for securing the payment on the principal. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

These gentlemen will be excused until sometime late Monday or 
Tuesday afternoen, when they will be before the committee for further 
examination on their testimony in full, and the members will have all 
the time to ask questions that they desire. 

Thank you very much for appearing this morning. 

Mr. Srencer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The next witness will be Mr. Jack E. O’Neill, presi- 
dent, Westlands Water District. 

Mr. Enotr. While Mr. O'Neill is coming to the stand I want to say 
that Mr. O’Neill is one of the outstanding citizens of California and 
one of the best-known men in our State. He is a successful farmer, 
a cotton-gin operator, a TV station operator, and has considerable 
versatility. 

In addition to that, he has taken an outstanding interest in public 
affairs both in his work on civic projects and for civic betterment, 
one of the least of which, of course—or, to put it in reverse, one of 
the most important of which is the interest he has taken over a number 
of years in water development in California. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Asprnati. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. 0’NEILL, PRESIDENT, WESTLANDS WATER 
DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. O’Newu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr. Engle. 

I welcome the opportunity to appear before your committee today 
in behalf of the San Luis project. 

I would first like to describe the area which this project would serve. 
It embraces approximately 500,000 acres of some of the most highly 
productive lands in the Nation, located in western Merced, Fresno, 
and Kings Counties, Calif. Its gross annual agricultural production 
is valued in excess of $50 million. It provides employment for hun- 
dreds of workers at farm-wage rates far above that of the national 
average and above that commonly paid in California, and contributes 
materially to the welfare and prosperity of the many communities 
within the area. 
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The chief obstacle to the survival and prosperity of agriculture 
within this area is the rapid depletion of its underground water 
supply. The average well will range from 1,500 to 2,000 feet in 
depth, with a water table of nearly 475 feet in depth today, as op- 
posed to some 250 feet 15 years ago. The deep well turbine pumping 
installations in these wells require from 150 to 250 horsepower motors 
to lift water from this great depth. The total cost of well and pump 
installations range from $50,000 to $75,000 per unit. These wells will 
individually irrigate approximately 175 acres of summer crops and 
some 300 acres of winter cr ops. Such water is fast becoming pro- 
hibitive in cost. In addition, as the water supply is depleted, the 
quality of this water deteriorates and, today, the high mineral con- 
tent of this deep well water is rapidly becoming a serious threat to 
the fertility of the land. 

It was evident in the early days of the development of the west 
side of the San Joaquin Valley, that there was a great need for a 
supplemental water supply for this area. Even before construction 
was well underway on the initial features of this Central Valley 
project, the West Side Landowners Association, which preceded the 
formation of such districts as the San Luis Water District, the Pa- 
noche Water District, and the Westlands Water District, was cast- 
ing about for a source of surface water for their lands. It was 
apparent even in those days, that this fertile area could not sustain 
long-range agriculture with water of a poor quality and an under- 
ground supply which ultimately must fail. 

Representatives of the West Side Land Owners Association worked 
closely with the Bureau of Reclamation, in order that capacity would 
be built into the initial features of the Central Valley project, to 
provide adequate water for this area from the proposed San Luis 
Division. The West Side Landowners Association cooperated, both 
financially and in personal services, to help bring before the Congress 
a comprehensive report of the conditions within this area. This has 
been accomplished through the San Luis unit report. 

The San Luis project is a $299,000,000 reservoir and canal project, 
designed to provide a badly needed water supply, for this 500,000 
acres of extremely fertile land. It would be located in Merced County, 

12 miles west of Los Banos, and 67 miles south of the existing Tracy 
pumping plant of the Central Valley project. It calls for storing 
1 million acre-feet of f surplus winter water, which is now wasting in 
amounts exceeding 7.5 million acre-feet each winter, as it flows 
through the Sacramento-San Joaquin-Delta into San Francisco Bay. 

It is proposed to use existing facilities of the Central Valley proj- 
ect to transport this 1 million acre-feet from the Delta to a storage 
reservoir. Included among the existing features of this Central Valley 
project, which would be utilized in this program, are the $17 million 
Tracy pumping plant, the second largest pumping plant in the world, 
and the $46 million Delta-Mendota Canal. Winter surplus water 
stored in the reservoir would be released to farmers through the San 
Luis Canal System, which would extend as far south as Kettleman 
City, in Kings County, a distance of 104 miles. 

I would like to call your attention to the fact that there are very 
few reclamation projects that embrace as great an acreage and even 
fewer that have the agricultural potential. I believe many times we 
are misled in our thinking, because of the vastness of the Central 
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Valley itself, and the complex features which make up the portion of 
the Central Valley project that have been constructed to date. I 
believe it is necessary to isolate the San Luis Division in our thinking, 
so that we can realize that it is a vast agricultural empire in its own 
right, and were it located separately as a geographical unit, in some 
other portion of the Western States, it would by itself be considered 
among one of the largest and finest agricultural developments in the 
West. I would like to state emphatically that this project does not 
contemplate bringing new lands into agricultural production. The 
lands within the area in question are now fully developed. 

This project would also make available a supply of municipal water 
for the city of Coalinga, which is now supplied with such water via 
railroad tank cars. Other communities in this area would also benefit 
from the availability of higher quality domestic water. 

This project has long been under study by the Federal Bureau of 
Reclamation and it has been their determination that it fits into the 
reclamation plan and, measured by the Federal yardstick, it is in 
conformity with sound national reclamation policy. 

It is also a logical unit of a much-needed statewide water plan, and 
is so designed that it can easily be integrated with future plans for the 
movement of Feather River water southward to the San Joaquin 
Valley to the coastal counties, and to southern California. 

In his formal report on the project, the Regional Director, United 
States Bureau of Reclamation, says: 

There appear to be no irreconcilable engineering or financial problems involved 


in coordinating the construction of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project and the feautres of the State water plan. 


He further stated, 


The San Luis unit of the Central Valley project is equivalent to the initial 
stage of a part of the Feather River plan. Such differences as exist between 
the proposed physical structures are the result of different assumed construction 
sequences, rather than any difference in basic objectives or methods of service. 

The initial construction would provide for the storage of 1 million 
acre-feet, and also the basic dam construction required for later 
enlargement of the reservoir to a 2-million acre-foot capacity, in keep- 
ing with Feather River project proposals. The initial or basic cost of 
such enlargement would be borne by the San Luis water users, who 
have been sponsoring this project, and to this extent would be a 
saving, both in cost and time to the State, should it later desire to 
integrate the San Luis Reservoir with the Feather River project. 
This proposed Federal development fits into Governor Knight’s pro- 
gram and into the program of water development for the State of 
California. We in the San Joaquin Valley are completely in favor of 
our State proceeding with its own State water plan; a plan to place 
water from areas of surplus to beneficial use in other sections of the 
State where there exists a water deficiency. We believe that in accord- 
ance with both the Bureau of Reclamation and the State’s govern- 
mental representatives that the Federal reclamation project at San 
Luis could and should be incorporated with the State plan when and 
if the State plan reaches the construction stage. 

Let me point out further that it does not deprive southern Califor- 
nia, or any other part of California, of future water supply to which 
it may. be entitled under State law. 
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The constitution of the State of California specifically provides the 
rights of its citizens to capture, transport, and utilize for beneficiai 
use, otherwise wasted water of the State. There is not, to my knowl- 
edge, any provisions which state how, or by whom this water is to be 
transported from the point of recovery to its point of use. I believe 
that it should be the privilege of a representative group of landowners 
to secure water service from the Federal Government or the State, or 
by their own private means, so long as they are willing to repay the 
cost and so long as they are willing to fit their program into the overall 
program of State water dev elopment, recognizing and respecting the 
rights of present and potential water users in our * State. 

"The San Luis project, in a measure, has become a controversial issue 
in our State. <A studied attempt has ‘been made on the part of the op- 
ponents of the plan to cloud and confuse the issues and to establish 
obstacles which would lead to the defeat of the Federal construction 
of this project. 

You may have been led to believe that the State of California is 
opposed to this proposed project. You may have been also led to 
believe that it will interfere with the State development of its own 
water plan. Neither of these allegations bear even the slightest re- 
semblance to fact. The development of San Luis fits geographically 
and financially into the State water plan. Those who oppose it are 
opposing it for completely selfish reasons. By and large, they are 
people who have profited by Federal development in the areas south of 
the Tehach: tpi Mountains. They have never been hesitant to call upon 
the United States Government for aid. Now that they apparently feel 
they have wrung the last possible Federal irrigation dollar for south- 
ern California development, they propose to foreclose on any other 
Federal development within the State. Their purpose is to per- 
petuate the doctrine clearly brought forth in the Colorado River fight, 
and that is to “rule or ruin. 

The needs of southern California for additional water are in the 
far distant future, and according to a recent survey made by the 
Southern California Research Council. show that southern California 
will not have need for northern California water for some 15 or 20 
years. They only seek to control reservoir sites and other key natural 
facilities so that they can lock the door on the northern California water 
supplies until such time as they can dictate not only the time of con- 
struction but the price that all water users must pay enroute. It is my 
opinion that this concept has motivated their opposition to F ederal 
development of San Luis. If we are placed in a position where we 
have no other recourse except to accept dictation as to both time of 
delivery and price of water, we face the dubious future of either going 
broke through the drying up of our underground water supplies or 
going broke by footing a water bill which is bey ond the ability of San 
Joa uin Valley’s agric culture to pay. 

(A copy of pages of that report follows :) 

Colorado River reserve.—Southern California is entitled by contract to 1,212,- 
000 acre-feet of water annually from the Colorado River. At present, the 
Metropolitan Water District of southern California, which supplies water to 
many southern California communities, is withdrawing Colorado River water 
at a rate of about 250,000 acre-feet a year. Thus, the river reserve available 
to southern California amounts to about 962,000 acre-feet a year. 


By 1970, however, the annual demand for water within the area served by 
the Metropolitan Water District can be expected to increase by about 560,000 
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acre-feet. In addition, it will be necessary, in the long run at least, to substitute 
Colorado River water for the present 300,000 acre-foot annual overdraft op 
underground basins in the Metropolitan Water District area. With these in- 
creased demands, the Metropolitan Water District will be delivering about 1.1 
million acre-feet a year from the Colorado River, or about 90 percent of its 
contract allotment. This estimate could be increased if in the future new com- 
munities enter the water district. 

Water supplies should be adequate until 1970.—There should be sufficient water 
for the Los Angeles Metropolitan area during the next 15 years provided that 
(1) nothing, such as the current interstate lawsuit, upsets the present arrange- 
ment allowing the Metropolitan Water District to obtain its contract allotment 
from the Colorado River and (2) the natural replenishment of underground 
water supplies is not diminished as a result of drought or impairment of water- 
sheds. Nevertheless, the margin of adequacy is sufficiently narrow that unless 
other sources are developed, we may reasonably expect a water crisis soon after 
1970. It is not too early, therefore, to take steps to assure our future water 
supply by developing other sources. 


WATER 


Sources and use of water—Water for the Los Angeles metropolitan area is 
currently obtained from three sources in approximately the following amounts: 
Acre-feet annually 








CTY EGE WG WR crisis cai nieticlg pec alnicaitsaalae 1, 000, 000 
2) Owens River and Neon: HG on a. citi ccc dette 320, 000 
(3) The Metropolitan Water District (Colorado River) —--------~~~- 180, 000 

i a a at ee a ett 1, 500, 000 


Although two-thirds of the 1.5 million acre-feet used in the fiscal year 1954-55 
was pumped from underground sources, continued use of underground water 
at this rate would precipitate a water crisis in the not too distant future. 


With the addition of 2.5 million people by 1970, it is expected that the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area will require approximately 2 million acre-feet of 
water annually. Unless new sources are developed, this increase of 500,000 acre- 
feet must come from the Colorado River. In addition, if withdrawal from 
underground basins is adjusted to the annual inflow, pumpage of underground 
water will be reduced to 775,000 acre-feet a year—a reduction of 225,000 acre-feet. 
This means that by 1970 the Los Angeles metropolitan area will require an addi- 
tional 725,000 acre-feet from the Colorado River. At that time, the metropolitan 
area will be obtaining approximately one-half of its water from the Colorado 
River. 

I know that some members of this committee feel that whenever a 
State is willing to take on the problem of developing its own water 
resources that the Federal Government will naturally step aside; that 
there are plenty of areas in the 17 Western States that want and need 
Federal reclamation without the Federal Government forcing its way 
into an area where it is not wanted. I want you to know that, dating 
back over this considerable period of years, we have made an honest 
and determined effort to bring the Federal Government into this pic- 
ture in our area. 

It is our wish that the Federal Government construct this project 
as a part of the Central Valley project. We feel it should be your 
policy to do as you have done many times in the other Western States, 
and that is to consider, first, the wishes and desires of the people in 
the area to be served that ask for Federal help, and not accept the 
advice or the decisions of a self-centered, selfish group who have 
already received a maximum amount of Federal benefit and seek only 
to prevent our area from receiving like benefits in accordance with 
national policy under reclamation law. 
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| Sources and Use of Water 


LOS ANGELES METROPOLITAN AREA 


sate, 


1955 and 1970 


MILLIONS OF 
ACRE-FEET 


COLORADO 
RIVER 


UNDERGROUND 
BASINS 





1955 1970 


NOTE: Projection of additional water needed by 1970 
is based on present per-capita water use in urban 
areas. [t was assumed that there would be no net 
increase in agricultural water use. 


source: SCRC. 








26 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


To that end, I present a resolution of our board of directors formal- 
izing this request for Federal construction and our willingness to 
repay the costs of this project under reclamation law and contract. 

IT also wish to direct your attention to a resolution by the San Joaquin 
Valley Supervisors Association, recently passed at Fresno, Calif., and 
to numerous other resolutions by organizations that represent the true 
wishes of the people of the valley and our State as a whole. That it is 
their earnest request to you, the congressional representatives of the 
people, that you support our request for the construction of the San 
Luis Division of the Central Valley project by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Much has been said about the large-type farms on the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley. The very nature of the present water supply 
in this area can never permjt the development of small farms. The 
capital required to maintain the present water supply is beyond the 
reach of most people. The multi-million-dollar investments that have 
been made in our west side lands are the results of courage and forti- 
tude seldom found in any area faced with the water problems com- 
parable to this one. The benefits that will accrue from the Federal 
construction of San Luis project can only be to the benefit of the people, 
and this project constructed under our present reclamation law will 
not permit profiteering by the present farm operators. It will permit 
the small landowners on the west side, who presently lease their prop- 
erties to these large farm operations, to farm that property themselves 
should they so desire. 

Further, it will provide opportunities for thousands of people who 
are migrating to our western area. A reasonably priced, good quality 
water supply, will fast change the farming pattern of this area. We 
are presently farming approximately one-third of our crop produc- 
tion in cotton and two-thirds in barley. These commodities are pres- 
ently in excess supply. The availability of water from San Luis will 
permit not only opportunities for small farms, but will immediately 
diversify farm production into fruits, vegetables, and other crops 
that are not cufiameiie considered in excess production. The area 
under discussion will support many thousands of families, to the bene- 
fit of our State and the good of the Nation. It would represent an 
investment in people. 

Members of your Interior committees have visited this area and, I 
feel certain, understand and are sympathetic to our problems. I feel 
certain also that they will give careful consideration to our request 
that this project be constructed as a part of the Central Valley project 
without delay. I hope that the members of this committee who have 
not yet and the opportunity of visiting this area will be guided by the 
thinking of their colleagues who support it. For the record, I would 
like to remind the committee that if Federal irrigation projects in the 
past had been denied on the basis of opposition by certain interests and 
certain people in any of the 17 Western States, we still would not have 
built the first of our great reclamation projects. 

None can successfully deny the value of these projects as a Govern- 
ment investment. Neither can they deny the dollar value to the State, 


to the local communities, nor to the individuals who live on the land. 
This project will follow the pattern of other irrigation projects. The 
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west side of the San Joaquin Valley will develop and equal or surpass 
the development on the east side of our valley. It will sustain homes 
and acts and churches and industry, and it will strengthen and 
enhance the thing we all hold most precious—our American way of 
life. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. O'Neill. 

Unless there is objection, the resolution, letters, and so forth which 
are attached to Mr. O’Neills statement will be made a part of the file 
with due reference in the record of the hearing as to the sponsors and 
names of those who have signed. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The matters referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved that the Board of Directors of Westlands Water District petition the 
Congress of the United States to authorize the San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project of California as outlined in the report of the Secretary of the 
Interior dated August 1954; and 

Resolved that the board of directors further request the Congress of the 
United States to appropriate such funds as may be required to prepare plans 
and surveys and to initiate construction of this project without delay; and 

Resolved that the board of directors wish to convey to the Congress of the 
United States their willingness to sign a repayment contract for their propor- 
tionate share of the project cost and their willingness to comply with Federal 
statutes applicable to the project. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Fresno, ss: 

George D. Helvey does hereby certify that he is the duly appointed, qualified 
and acting secretary of Westland Water District, a public district organized un- 
der the laws of the State of California with its offices at Fresno, Calif., that 
the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the board of directors 
of said Westland Water District at a special meeting of said board of directors 
duly called and held on the 16th day of April 1956, at which a quorum of said 
directors were present and acting; and that said resolution is still in full 
force and effect. 

[Seat] (Signed) George D. Helvey, Secretary, 
Georce D. HELvey, Secretary, 
Westland Water District. 
Dated: April 24, 1956. 


Kines County FarM BUREAU, 
Hanford, Calif., May 2, 1956. 
JacK W. RODNER, 
Manager, Westland Water District, 
Fresno, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. Ropner: As time draws close to further consideration by Congress of 
possible integration of the San Luis project into the State’s Feather River pro- 
ject, I would like to take this opportunity to remind you that the Kings County 
Farm Bureau is definitely sympathetic to Federal construction (and “integra- 
tion”) of the San Luis Reservoir. 

We have previously notified you of our official position (taken after much 
study during a number of meetings of interested farm leaders). 

Please place our organization of 900 farmers on record (before the committees 
and inviduals considering the integration matter) as being favorable to Federal 
construction and joint Federal and State use of the San Luis Reservoir site. 


Respectfully, 
as LESLIE H. STockKINe, 


Executive Secretary. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas it has been determined that the depletion of the underground water 
supplies on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley has reached a stage where 
further delay in their replenishment will cause deterioration and ultimate 
destruction of the agricultural economy of that area; and 

Whereas the continued deterioration of the water supply will destroy a $50 
million annual contribution to the economy of the valley on hundreds of thou- 
sands of acres of the finest agricultural land in the State of California; and 

Whereas such deterioration and destruction of this land will seriously affect 
the economy of the State of California and the entire San Joaquin Valley: Be 
it hereby 

Resolved, That the San Joaquin Valley Westside Land Owners Association 
hereby goes on record requesting your support as a member of the State Legisla- 
ture to the end that we may secure authorization in the coming session of the 
Congress of the United States for the construction of the San Luis project as a 
Federal development ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be sent immediately to members of the 
State Legislature in Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings and Tulare Counties; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution also be sent to all members of the 
Senate and House Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


JOHN P. Benson, (And 34 others). 


(Original resolution is on file and available for inspection at the office of West- 
lands Water District, 1234 Wishon Avenue, Fresno, Calif.) 


RESOLUTION OF CALIFORNIANS FOR TRINITY-SACRAMENTO-SAN LUIS 


The following resolution was unanimously adopted at the annual meeting of 
Californians for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis held at the Capitol Inn in Sacra- 
mento, Calif., on January 21, 1956: 

“Whereas the ground-water levels in the western section of the San Joaquin 
Valley are continuing to drop at an alarming rate each year; and 

“Whereas this reduction in water supply requires increased expenditures by the 
farmers for pumping and pumping equipment to the extent that it threatens large 
section of this fertile area with reversion to desert; and 

“Whereas, in the Sacramento Valley, flood waters have caused tragic, un- 
precedented, and unnecessary damage to individuals and the general economy of 
the State of California as well as the Nation; and 

“Whereas the San Luis Reservoir and Canal project is part of an overall plan 
to conserve and put these waters to beneficial use and increase the prosperity of 
the State of California and the Nation; and 

“Whereas such a plan is consistent with the enviable 50-year record of recla- 
mation accomplishments in the western United States which have given jobs to 
thousands of people and broadened and strengthened the tax base of the Nation: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That Californians for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis do respect- 
fully request the Members of the Congress of the United States to approve legis- 
lation authorizing the San Luis project at the earliest possible date.” 


SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SUPERVISORS ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an im- 
mediate supplemental water supply; and, 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association assembled in regu- 
lar session in Fresno, Calif., this 20th day of April 1956, That the Federal Govern- 
ment be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in California 
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at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for possible integra- 
tion of this, with the State project; and be it further 
Resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senator William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 
Harry P. Scumunpt, President. 


RESOLUTION No. 238, 1956 


IN THE MATTER OF FEDERAL AID IN CONSTRUCTION OF SAN LUIS PROJECT 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an 
immediate supplemental water supply; and 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Merced County Board of Supervisors assembled in regularly 
adjourned session in Merced, Calif., this 24th day of April 1956, That the Federal 
Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in 
California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for pos- 
sible integration of this, with the State project ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 

The foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Merced, on April 24, 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Glenn M. Fountain, William Wade Morgan, Neill Gallaway, 
and Emory O’Banion. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: None. 

[SEAL] Emory O’BANION, 

Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Merced, 
State of California. 

Attest: 

E. E. JoHNSON, 
County Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Merced, State of California. 





RESOLUTION OF KINGS RIVER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


Resolved that the Board of Directors of the Kings River Conservation Dis- 
trict declares its interest in supporting the Westlands Water District in its 
effort to secure a supplemental water supply, from any source available, for 
direct irrigation and to improve its ground water table, and that a copy of this 
action be forwarded to the office of the Westlands Water District. 


STATE OF CALIFORNTA, 
County of Fresno, 8s: 

Vivian D. Kester does hereby certify that she is the duly appointed, qualified, 
and acting secretary of the Kings River Conservation district, a public district 
organized under the laws of the State of California with its offices at Fresno, 
Calif.; that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the 
board of directors of said Kings River Conservation District at a meeting of 
said board of directors duly called and held on the 11th day of January 1955, 
at the offices of said Kings River Conservation District, at which a quorum of 
said directors was present and acting; and that said resolution is still in full 
force and effect. 

Dated: January 15, 1955. 

[SEAL] Vivian D. Kester, Seerctary. 


77684—56——3 
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San Luis PoLicy or WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE OF THE FRESNO COUNTY AND 
City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


In the critical area of Fresno County there are 300,000 acres of land under 
pumped irrigation, with lifts from 350 feet up to and exceeding 700 feet, and 
with irrigation costs in some instances exceeding $60 per acre per year, for a 
water duty of 4 acre-feet. 

In Fresno County last year we pumped 1,300,000 acre-feet in excess of all the 
water which was accumulated last year from all sources. This circumstance 
accounts for the fact that the pumping level this year in the main critical area 
dropped as much as 25 feet in many wells. Some farmers have already shut 
down and sealed their pumps, and a conservative estimate indicates that 50,000 
acres will go out of production in the next 2 years—and more than 200,000 acres 
in the next 10 years, unless we can obtain supplemental surface water. 

For $50 million receipts from production in the area, $47 million were ex- 
pended last year for labor and supplies, irrigation and power, maintenance of 
equipment, pumps and wells, insecticides and fertilizers, the cost of operating 
capital, the cost of fuel, transportation, and land taxes. With 200,000 acres 
eventually out of production we would experience an annual loss of 35U million 
in our agricultural income, causing a drop of 15 percent in our basic county 
economy. This would seriously affect every business, profession, and most of 
the industries in our county, and the ramifications of such a catastrophe would 
reach out into the whole State and particularly to San Francisco where we 
find the headquarters of such corporations as a railroad, petroleum companies, 
insecticiue companies, fertilizer companies, power company, insurance com- 
panies, and a bank which finances most of the operations in question. 

With a loss of 15 percent in employment on farms, in gins, in cottun-oil mills, 
fertilizer and insecticide distributors, transportation companies, pump manu- 
facturers, and concerns dealing with the maintenance of farm equipment, we 
would be faced with somewhat the same disaster which overtook our grape in- 
dustry in 1923. The effects of that disaster were distinctly telt in San Francisco, 
Los Angeles, and other parts of California. 

The San Luis project is a part of the original Central Valley project. It has 
been completely planned and according to the Bureau of Reclamation San Luis 
repert, it can be constructed and in operation in less than 6 years. Ona the other 
hand, the Feather River project which admittedly must be built as a part of the 
California water plan, is still in the planning stage and probably will take from 
10 to 12 years to construct and put in operation. 

There is every reason why the San Luis project can be so constructed as to be 
integrated eventually with the Feather River project and assist in the distribu- 
tion of its water. 

It appears to us that in this critical area and under these circumstances, we 
are justified in the interests of everyone, in insisting upon the immediate con- 
struction of the San Luis project by the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

It does not appear that help can come from any other source soon enough to 
save the situation. 

PAUL STANIFORD, Chairman. 





STATEMENT OF LAURENCE W. CARB 


I am making this statemeut to be filed by the proponents of the San Luis project 
because prior court commitments preclude my being present for the hearings in 
Washington. I am a practicing lawyer in Redding, Shasta County, Calif. I have 
Served as president of the Shasta County Water Project Association and I am 
presently vice chairman of the Shasta County water resources board. I am 
filing this statement as a member of the Trinity River committee of the Redding 
Chamber of Commerce and on behalf of the Redding Chamber of Commerce. 

The organization which I represent has endorsed the immediate construction 
of the San Luis project. The Congress has authorized the construction of the 
Trinity River division of the Central Valley project. The Trinity and San Luis 
projects were at one time considered as a single project because the Trinity project 
was considered as a source of the power supply for the pumping plants which 
would supply the San Luis Reservoir. 

The people in the Shasta-Trinity area who have actively supported the Trinity 
River project have worked in close cooperation with the supporters of the San 
Luis project because of the complementary nature of the two projects and the 
people of this area heartily approve the construction of the San Luis project. 
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At the time of the hearings on the Trinity project it was pointed out that lands 
in the San Joaquin Valley were in danger of reverting to desert because of the 
lack of stored water for irrigation. Some of these lands will be served by the 
San Luis project and unless a water supply is immediately provided the lands 
will become unproductive. The San Luis project was approved together with 
the Trinity project by the Governor and both houses of the California Legislature. 
It is urgently needed and immediate construction is imperative. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. O'Neill, if you would place your chair over to 
the side and remain at the table, then the Chair will call, under the 
agreement which we have, Mr. Edwin J. Regan, a member of the Cali- 
fornia State Senate. You may proceed, Senator Regan. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN J. REGAN, SENATOR, FIFTH SENATORIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Reean. For the record, I am a member of the Standing Com- 
mittee of the California State Senate on Water Problems, and the 
California State Legislature’s Joint Committee of Senate and As- 
sembly on Water Problems. 

The proposed San Luis Reservoir is designed to take water from the 
San Joaquin delta which water is presently wasting into the Pacific 
Ocean and place this water to beneficial use in an area of the State of 
California where it is immediately and desperately needed. The esti- 
mated project cost of $229 million will provide a reservoir and con- 
duit system to supply 440,000 acres of land on the west side of the 
San Joaquin Valley. Unlike most of the West, California is not faced 
with an absolute shortage of water. There is ample water available 
to meet all present and anticipated needs. The problem is rather 
one of storage and redistribution of the natural supply in conformance 
with the present and future pattern of use. This in turn raises a 
whole complex of engineering, economic, financial, administrative, and 
legal problems which will face the State of California in its develop- 
ment of a contemplated plan for the conservation and utilization of 
all the waters which fall upon or flow into the State of California. 

It will be of assistance to this subcommittee in making a determina- 
tion on the matter of the construction of the San Luis project if it 
will bear in mind the geographical picture of the State of California. 
This State, comprising approximately 1,000 miles in length, has most 
of the available water in the northern part of the State, in the great 
mountainous area above the Sacramento Valley and on the northern 
coastal plane. If you draw a line east and west approximately at 
San Francisco, Calif., practically all of the unappropriated and avail- 
able water lies north of this line. South of this line you have the great 
valley of the San Joaquin and the vast and thirsty area south of the 
Tehachapi Montains, where water is needed for the ultimate economic 
development of this area. It has been stated that California today 
has a population of some 13.5 million people, with a contemplated 
population according to the present rate of growth of 16.5 million in 
the year 1965, with an ultimate population of in the neighborhood of 
40 millions of people. 

The present use of water in the State of California is approximately 
21 million acre-feet annually. The anticipated annual requirements 
for the economic development of the State of California will require 
51 million acre-feet annually. The annual average water runoff in 
the State of California is approximately 73 million acre-feet annually, 
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so that California must, to meet the needs of an increased population 
and the increased industrial and agricultural development, and to 
provide for agricultural, industrial, municipal, and other expansion, 
provide a vast network of reservoirs, pumping plants, and conduit 
systems to transport the water from the areas of plenty which are 
in the northern part of the State to the areas of present and antici- 
pated deficiency, which are the central and southern parts of the State. 
To do this requires the expenditure of a staggering amount of money. 

In anticipation of the conservation and utilization of the water re- 
sources of the State of California, the California State Water Re- 
sources Board and the State engineer and other related agencies 
engaged in a survey which is now being presented officially to the 
State of California as the California water plan. The first phase of 
this water plan comprises an inventory of available sources, quanti- 
ties, and characteristics of water in California, and the results are 
available in the State Water Resources Board Bulletin No. 1, entitled 
“Water Resources of California,” published in 1951. 

The second phase of this study dealt with present and ultimate 
requirements for water. This resulted in the publication of bulletin 
No. 2, entitled “Water Utilization and Requirements of California.” 

- The third and final phase of this planning program constitutes a 
survey for the California water plan, the results of which are now 
being presented in bulletin No. 3, to the legislature of the State of 
California. 

This water plan, and the system for the conservation and distribu- 
tion of the water which has been called the California aqueduct sys- 
tem, will provide for the storage and distribution of the water which 
has been called the California aqueduct system, will provide for the 
storage and distribution of some 50.5 million acre-feet of water when 
the plan comes into being. 

It is important at this point for the subcommittee to note that when 
California embarks on this ambitious plan it is contemplating the con- 
struction of 260 major dams and reservoirs within the boundaries of 
the State of California, the first of which is presently stated to be 
the Feather River project which alone has been estimated to cost $1.7 
billion, plus interest, and it is interesting to note that the interest alone 
over the amortization period will double the cost of the project. We 
are talking about the first project in a series of projects with the cost- 
plus interest in excess of $3.4 billion. 

Those who prepared the surveys which resulted in the presenting 
of the California State water plan and the so-called California aque- 
duct system have made an estimate that the essential features of the 
system would cost in excess of $11.5 billion. It is reasonable to as- 
sume, however, that the actual cost of these projects in the light of 
present-day circumstances would approximate the assessed valuation 
of all real property, improvements and personal property in the State 
of California which at the beginning of the year 1955 was estimated 
by the controller of the State of California to be $18.3 billion. For 
one State to embark upon a program as vast as this would require 
that the State utilize all of its own resources together with all of the 
Federal funds which can rightly be allocated to reclamation, flood 
control, navigation and other recognized Federal expenditures, 
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Without this cooperation of the State and Federal Government, 
California cannot in the foreseeable future construct this vast but 
necessary water plan. 

The State of California has in the past taken energetic steps for its 
own economic good insofar as water is concerned. There are cur- 
rently over 800 privately or publicly built dams in California which 
are under State supervision. Most of California’s present develop- 
ment has been done by local districts which have been able to plan 
and finance projects of the scale required to tap local sources of water. 
Some expenditures of this type are possible but the main California 
water plan development requires the expenditures of billions of dol- 
lars through cooperative State and Federal effort. 

The Senate district I presently represent in the northern and moun- 
tainous area of the State of California comprises the counties of Trin- 
ity and Shasta. This area has an abundance of water. The people 
in the area desire to cooperate fully with all parts of the State of 
California so that this water which is in abundance may be trans- 
ported to the areas of deficiency. However, it is difficult for the 
people of the northern part of the State, and by that I mean in this 
water-abundant area, to understand why any water deficient area 
would oppose the cooperative participation by the Federal Govern- 
ment in the construction of a project such as the San Luis project, 
which project is so vitally and greatly needed if an aoe economic 
area of the State of California is to survive. This San Luis project 
not only is an essential feature of the California State water plan and 
can be easily integrated, but it is an important feature in the continued 
program of dev elopment of the great central valleys of California by 
Federal and State cooperation. 

Since there are parts of California which need water now in order 
to survive it is unwise and unfair for opposition such as that which 
is being brought before this subcommittee, and which is engendered 
principally from the southern part of the State of California to advo- 
vate delay in water development until such time as this southern area 
requires for its own use. 

Developing further the reasons for this opposition, it has been 
publicly stated by water experts representing the southern part of the 
State of California, that this southern area does not require water 
from the northern part of the State for at least 15, or possible 20 or 

25 years. 

It is interesting to note that the reason why this southern part of the 
State of C alifornia does not now require northern California’s surplus 

water is because of the lower Colorado River development which, to say 
the least, was a Federal cooperative venture involving some $400 
million in interest-free Federal funds. The key structure in this proj- 
ect is the Hoover Dam which provides storage to meet irrigation and 
municipal requirements downstream. So regulated, the Colorado 
River can provide in excess of 5 million feet per year for the State 
of California most of which is for irrigation of the Imperial and 
Coachella Valleys. 

Another 1.2 million acre-feet are reserves for the metropolitan water 
district serving the Los Angeles and San Diego areas. At present the 
Colorado River is the principal source of metropolitan water. There 
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is unused reserve capacity from this Colorado system. Thus we find 
that area of California south of the State and considerable of the 
State’s industrial growth having ample water at the present time be- 
cause of Federal cooperation and having ample water for 15, 20, or 25 
years because of Federal cooperation. 

The people of the San Joaquin valley who appear before this sub- 
committee today ask for the same Federal cooperation so that this area 
— have its reasonable normal economic development. 

ederal development of this important San Sada project will pro- 
vide water for the San Joaquin Valley at a price the valley users can 
afford to pay, and this is of utmost importance. The people of the San 
Joaquin Valley cannot wait until southern California is ready to par- 
ticipate in the financing of the State water projects under the Gali- 
fornia State water plan which readiness is gauged by its water needs 
of 15, 20, or 25 years from now. 

The California water plan as outlined by the California aqueduct 
system in its series of dams, reservoirs, and conduits will give consider- 
ation to local works, water conservation protection and control, and the 
use of water for agricultural, domestic and industrial purposes, hydro- 
electric, power development, flood control, navigation and fish, wild- 
life, and recreation. It will provide for the operation of surface and 
ground water reservoirs. But the cost thereof appears to be beyond 
the immediate means of the State of California and calls for Federal 
participation and cooperation. With such an ambitious program as 
the State is attempting it would appear that all sections of California, 
all interested people, and especially the water experts of the southern 
part of the State, should actively and wholeheartedly seek the aid of 
the Federal Government to assist in certain features or phases of 
the California water plan. 

To summarize, may I state: 

1. California has an adequate water supply for ultimate develop- 
ment. 

2. The supply of water in the State of California is in the area com- 
iy the northernmost regions of the State, and this water must 

distributed to the most southernmost regions if it is to be put 
to beneficial use. 

3. The California water plan, the construction of dams and reser- 
voirs and conduit systems, will require an expenditure of untold bil- 
lions of dollars. 

4. The public and private sources of the State of California pres- 
ently cannot contemplate successfully this expenditure without the 
cooperation of the Federal Government in the manner in which it 
has cooperated in the past. 

5. That those features of the California State water plan as may 
be financed and/or constructed by the Federal Government may be 
and should be integrated into the overall California water plan. 

6. That those areas of California which do not now require addi- 
tional water but which will require water in the foreseeable future 
should not obstruct the efforts of the present water deficient areas to 
seek the kind of Federal cooperation which is essential and which 
has been accorded to other areas of California, both north and south. 

7. The San Joaquin Valley needs water now. It cannot wait 15, 
20, or 25 years. 
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8. The State of California is not ready to build the San Luis 
project. The Federal Government is. Why not build now and inte- 
grate into the State water plan? 

Mr. AsprnauL. Thank you very much, Senator. You have given us 
a very fine presentation. 

Mr. Recan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The next witness is Mr. Rex Pressey, who is repre- 
senting the city of Coalinga. 


STATEMENT OF REX PRESSEY ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF 
COALINGA, CALIF. 


Mr. Pressey. Mr. Chairman, my name is Rex Pressey, and I reside 
in Coalinga, Calif. I will read my statement with your permission. 

I am here as a representative of the city of Coalinga, Calif. I 
wish to file with you at this time a certified copy of a resolution 
adopted by the city council of the city of Coalinga, which designates 
me as their official representative with instructions to present their 
views to you. 

This resolution, in addition to designating me as the city repre- 
sentative, reads in part as follows: 

The city council of the city of Coalinga does herewith, acting on behalf of 
the people of this community, favor and endorse the San Luis Reservoir and 
Canal project, and does urge that all possible action be taken on an emergency 


basis to the effect that it may be placed into operation at the earliest possible 
date. 


I should like now to present to you, in some detail, the reasons why 


the city of Coalinga respectfully urges your endorsement of the San 
Luis Reservoir and Canal project. 

The city of Coalinga is the main residential and trading center of 
that area sometimes known as southwest Fresno County. It is com- 
monly designated more specifically as the Coalinga Union High School 
District, an area of some 900 square miles. You gentlemen hav been 
furnished with copies of a brochure published by the Coalinga Cham- 
ber of Commerce. This brochure contains maps showing the exact lo- 
cation of the city of Coalinga and the Coalinga Union High School 
District. It also sets forth some significant facts; for example, during 
the year 1954 the value of crop production and of livestock raised in 
the area was $26,484,245. The value of oil and gas production in the 
area for 1954 was $86,753,024, and important new oil and gas discov- 
eries will greatly increase this figure. 

You will notice that the school enrollment for 1954-55 was 2,926 
students. The value of the local school plants is estimated at $8 mil- 
lion. In addition a new junior college plant is being constructed at a 
cost in excess of $850,000, and a new elementary school at a cost of 
$650,000. The assessed valuation of the area comprising the Coalinga 
Union High School District exceeds $165 million, or more than one- 
fourth the assessed valuation of all of Fresno County. The population 
of the city of Coalinga was set at 6,021 by a special Federal census 
taken in 1955. 

The city owns and operates its own water wells and distribution sys- 
tem; however, its drinking water must be purchased and hauled in 
from wells located some 45 miles distant. This water is hauled in by 
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railway tank cars at an average rate of 40 tank cars per month. This 
drinking water, or “soft water,” as it is called, is used for drinking and 
cooking purposes primarily. The water is pumped from the railway 
cars to a raised tank and then distributed to homes and places of busi- 
ness by means of a special pipeline system. 

“ach consumer has in his home a special water faucet from which 
he receives soft water only—this is in addition to the water faucet from 
which he receives the domestic or “hard water.” The cost to the con- 
sumer for this soft water is at the rate of $0.01 per gallon, and the 
whole transaction is not only burdensome to the consumers, but the 
city also suffers a financial loss in furnishing the water. 

Now, you will want to know the nature of the domestic water which 
the cit y pumps from its own wells and distributes to the consumers, 
also through a pipeline system to each house and place of business. 

According to a report received from the Department of Public 
Health of the State o California, dated March 9, 1955, this water con- 
tains 1,200 parts per million of sulphates (SO*), The Twining Lab- 
oratories have reported to us in this connection as follows: 

According to the standards of the American Public Health Association the 
sulphate content of a good drinking water should not exceed 250 parts per million, 
aud the total solids should not exceed 1,000 parts per million. The excessive 
concentration of magnesium sulphate (epsom salts) gives this water laxative 
properties. The hardness of the water is very high. 

An earlier report from the Twining Laboratories (1947) has this 
to say about the water 

This water contains an excessive amount of sodium and magnesium sulphates 
which give it strong laxative properties and make it an undesirable drinking 
water. It is also an extremely hard water which should be softened if it is to 
be used as a boiler feed, for washing, and so forth. However, softening would 
not improve this water from the standpoint of a drinking water. It may be 
classified as a fair irrigation water; however, it should be used only on loose 
soil with good drainage so as to prevent alkali accumulations on the surface of 
the soil. 

Incidentally, the sulphates (SO,) content as given in this 1947 
report. from the Twining Laboratories was 1,042.4 parts per million, 
where's the report from the State of California Health Department, 
above referred to, and dated March 9, 1955, gave the sulphates con- 
tent as 1,200 parts per million. 

This domestic water is received from eight producing wells which 
the city of Coalinga drilled. The wells are drilled to depths of from 
380 feet to 1,300 feet. They are produced from an average depth of 
240 feet. 

It is relevant to consider that the city of Coalinga is located in what 
is known as the Pleasant Valley Water Basin. In the past the water 
level in the basin has lowered from 4 to 5 feet annually. In 1927 
the water table was located at about 90 feet; now, as before stated, 
it is approximately 240 feet. 

There are no streams of importance that can be used as a water 
supply, and it is a fact that with ever-increasing farming activities in 
the basin, the loss of water taken from the basin on the basis of pre- 
scriptive rights, together with greatly increased municipal water use, 
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will lower the water level at a much more rapid rate, and without 
warning. Pumping costs, of course, increase greatly with deeper 
water levels. Naturally we are vitally concerned about the question 
of an adequate water supply. At present we believe that there is 
water available in some degree to about 1,200 feet ; we know that there 
is no water below 1,200 feet. 

The welfare of the city of Coalinga is closely connected with the 
maintenance of farming at its present level. At present the quality 
of water being pumped is deteriorating with relation to the degree 
it has become necessary to obtain it from ever lower depths. We 
assume that farmers in the area will furnish you with conclusive evi- 
dence that this is true. We do know, however, that during the past 
year some farmers have felt it necessary to abandon some of their 
properties for farming purposes because of the deterioration of the 
quality of the water. Also, pumping costs are being increased pro- 
hibitively, and we are advised that in some cases these costs are ap- 
proaching a point where profitable farming will be impossible. 

It is a fact that under the present pumping load the underground 
basin is now critically and dangerously depleted. Pumps that were 
once adequate for the lift involved are now being replaced with cost- 
lier pumps that are capable of reaching deeper into the underground 
basin, and in other cases the pumping “level is being constantly low- 
ered. The water obtained at the constantly lower depths i is of deteri- 
orating quality to an alarming degree. 

In conclusion, I would say that we, therefore, need desperately 
an early and dependable water supply for the city of Coalinga and 
the area within the Coalinga Union High School district. There is 
no known alternative to prevent unbearable economic loss and hard- 
ship for our people. Our only hope is the San Luis project. 

n behalf of the people living in the city of Coalinga and the sur- 
rounding area, including farmers and oil workers alike, as well as 
those in other pursuits, we respectfully and urgently ask your support 
leading to the early authorization and construction of the San Luis 
project. 

Mr. Eneter (chairman of the full committee). You are not supposed 
to be interrupted for questions at this time, but it would be helpful 
to the committee, I think, if you would indicate on the map where 
Coalinga is located. : 

Mr. Pressry. Coalinga is on the edge of this proposed canal coming 
right through here and will be served by the pumping plant which is 
integrated in the plan. The city of Coalinga lies here, approximately 
60 miles southwest from the city of Fresno, and on the edge of the 
west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. Thank you very much. 

The Chair notes that there is a resolution attached to the statement, 
and unless there is objection the resolution will be placed in the ree ord 
following the statement. 

The Chair also notes that there is some chamber of commerce litera- 
ture in the back of the statement, and that will be received for the file. 















38 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 393 


A resolution endorsing the San Luis Reservoir and Canal project and appointing 
Rex Pressey as agent and representative of the city of Coalinga 


Whereas the drinking-water supply for the city of Coalinga, serving approxi- 
mately 7,000 inhabitants, must be transported by rail in tank cars a distance of 
45 miles, at a cost of $2,260 per acre-foot ; and 

Whereas the high cost of drinking water, when added to the cost of nondrink- 
able domestic water, constitutes a hardship and unfair financial burden to resi- 
dents of the city of Coalinga; and 

Whereas the water level in the city of Coalinga has been declining at the rate 
of 4 to 5 feet per year, making it necessary for the city within the past 2 years 
to drill two additional water wells, and also to construct a water reservoir, the 
latter at a cost of $41,400; and 

Whereas the pumping level of the water wells has lowered from 90 feet in 
1927 to a present depth of 240 feet ; and 

Whereas the quality of the domestic water is deteriorating both inside and 
outside the Pleasant Valley Water Basin; and 

Whereas the San Luis Reservoir and Canal project, supplemented by power 
from the Trinity River power project, will provide water for both municipal 
and irrigation purposes for the city of Coalinga and for the entire west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley ; and 

Whereas the city of Coalinga has been advised that farmers in this area, both 
inside and outside the Pleasant Valley Water Basin, favor the San Luis Reser- 
voir and Canal project as a solution to their serious water problems; and 

Whereas Rex Pressey is familiar with the views of the city of Coalinga con- 
cerning the current emergency water problems facing the city and the surround- 
ing area; Now therefore 

The city council of the city of Coalinga does herewith, acting on behalf of the 
people of this community, favor and endorse the San Luis Reservoir and Canal 
project, and urge that all possible action be taken on an emergency basis to the 
effect that it may be placed into operation at the earliest possible date: Be it 
further 

Resolved, That Rex Pressey is herewith designated as agent and representative 
of the city of Coalinga, with authority and instructions to appear before the 
Senate and House Subcommittees on Irrigation and Reclamation, at their hear- 
ing to be held during the month of May 1956, in Washington, D. C., and on behalf 
of the city of Coalinga, to present the views of the city concerning the proposed 
San Luis Reservoir and Canal project, and related matters: Be it further 

Resolved, That Rex Pressey is likewise authorized to appear on behalf of the 
city of Coalinga before such other committees or groups as he may deem proper 
in the premises for the aforementioned purpose. 

By unanimous vote of the city council of the city of Coalinga. 

Dated: April 16, 1956. 

P W. L. WALLACE, 
Mayor of the City of Coalinga, 
a Municipal Corporation of the State of California. 

Attest: 

[SEAL] Fioyp E. Howe, 

City Clerk and Ex Officio Clerk of the City Council, City of Coalinga. 


This is to certify that the foregoing resolution is a true, correct, and exact 
copy of the original resolution No. 393, on file in my office at the City Hall, 
Coalinga, Calif., which resolution was duly adopted at a regular meeting of the 
city council of the city of Coalinga, held on the 16th day of April, 1956. 

[SEAL] Fioyp BE. Howe, 

City Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk of the City Council, City of Coalinga. 


Mr. AsprnaLL. The next witness is Mr. Charles T. Kaljian, presi- 
dent of the board of directors of the San Luis Water District. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SAN LUIS WATER DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Kaugian. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before this committee and to present my views 
and the views of the San Luis Water District in support of the San 
Luis project. 

I am Charles T. Kaljian, Los Banos, Calif., president of the San 
Luis Water District. I have been a resident of California for 51 
years, and am a landowner in the San Luis Water District. I have 
farmed lands in the San Luis Water District and other parts of the 
San Joaquin Valley. 

Speaking both in my official capacity as President of the San Luis 
Water District and as an individual landowner, I wish to urge early 
approval of the San Luis unit so that construction can begin and 

water can be available as soon as possible. 

The San Luis Water District is situated on the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley in Merced and Fresno Counties, Calif.; it was formed 
in 1950 under the California Water District laws. 

The district consists of 50,065 acres of land, of which about 20,000 
acres are presently irrigated. The balance of the district is devoted 
to dry farming, grain and wild pasture. The irrigated area produces 
diversified crops, including melons, fruits, nuts, alfalfa, cotton, sugar 
beets, irrigated grains, and truck crops. Parts of the district are 
peculiarly adapted to production of fruits and nuts because of a 
relatively frost-free condition that allows the growing of such crops 
without the necessity for smudging or other frost damage prevention. 
It is anticipated that much of the future dev elopment will include 
large acreages of orchards, since many orchard areas in California, 
such as in the counties of Santa Clara, Alameda, Los Angeles, and 
others, are being replaced by industrial and residential developments 
at the rate of several thousands of acres per year. 

There are, at present, two sources of water available to the district. 
They are the pumping of ground water and gravity and pumping 
diversions from the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central Valley 
project. The ground water supply is inadequate in quantity and some 
of the ground water is of such poor quality that it is unfit for irriga- 
tion use. Some attempts have been made to irrigate by use of this 
type of saline water and the result is that trees have been killed. 
The cost of ground water is, in some cases, prohibitive with costs some- 
times being. from $15 to $20 per acre foot due to excessive lifts re- 
quired. Several thousand acres of land have been developed within 
the district with their supply coming from ground water. In many 
instances, there has been a rapid lowe ering of the ground water table, 
resulting in complete failure of wells. “In other instances, the ex- 
tremely high mineral content attacks the pump column causing failure 
in a short time and makes the cost of pumping prohibitive. For these 
reasons, some lands heretofore developed have gone out of production 
and other lands face the danger of losing their water supply. This, 
of course, results in the loss of personal investment, with loss of 
revenues to the district, and the loss of tax revenues to the county, 











40 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


the State, and the United States. A supplemental water supply is 
needed immediately to protect these lands. 

Service from the Delta-Mendota Canal is possible by gravity to a 
portion of the land lying below the Delta-Mendota Canal. Service 
is also possible to portions of the district lying above the Delta- 
Mendota Canal where lifts are limited to approximately 100 feet. 
Approximately one-half of the district lies at elevations of more than 
100 feet above the Delta-Mendota Canal and these lands can be served 
most economically by gravity or pumping diversions from the pro- 
posed San Luis Canal. The district was formed in 1950 in anticipa- 
tion of completion of the Delta-Mendota Canal which had been au- 
thorized prior to that time and, upon the authorization and construc- 
tion of the San Luis Canal. This was specifically pointed out in 
article II (b) of the petition and formation which reads as follows: 

The system of works through which said body of land is susceptible to irriga- 
tion is the portion of the proposed Delta-Mendota Canal and the portion of the 
propsed San Luis-West Side Canal extending southeasterly from the location 


of said proposed San Luis Canal Dam on the North to the southeasterly boundary 
of the above described body of land. 


Since formation of the district, we have at all times supported the 
construction of the Federal San Luis project as it appears to us to be 
the most feasible and economical project yet proposed and, also, the 
one that could be completed at the earliest date. The district has 
studied thoroughly other projects that have been proposed in ar- 
riving at this conclusion. Portions of the San Luis District that 
would be served by the San Luis Canal generally consist of lands of 
the highest. quality with great productive capacity and with demon- 
strated ability to meet all costs for water service from the San Luis 
Canal, based on the proposed water price of $7.50 per acre-foot. 

An extremely high cost of farming results from the expense of con- 
structing and equipping deep wells. This results in the necessity for 
the farming of large areas by single operators. Farms with a small 
operation cannot be successful under this situation. It is anticipated 
that with the advent of a supplemental supply from the San Luis 
Canal, it will be possible for smaller operations to compete success- 
fully. At present, land ownerships average 240 acres per owner. 

The population of California is increasing at the rate of 1,000 people 
per day. Large areas of the best agricultural land in the State are go- 
ing out of production to make room for industrial expansion, residen- 
tial development, school sites, and rights-of-way for roads, streets, 
and highways. The continued prosperity of the State requires the de- 
velopment of additional lands to replace those taken out of production 
and to take care of our rising population. 

I have resolutions from several organizations supporting Federal 
construction of the San Luis project. I would like to file these resolu- 
tions for the record. They are from San Luis water district ; board of 
supervisors, Merced County; San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Associa- 
tion; Merced County Chamber of Commerce; Los Banos Chamber 
of Commerce; city of Los Banos; and the city of Dos Palos. 

T again urge this committee, as president of the San Luis Water Dis- 
trict and as an individual landowner, to report favorably to the pro- 
posed legislation that would authorize the San Luis unit. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have brought several pictures that I would like the 
committee to inspect. I have some pictures there of a 5-year-old or- 
chard that was just coming into bearing, and the trees started to die. 
The farmer called in the university men, and they stated that the trees 
would have to come out as the quality of the water was such that it was 
killing the trees. That 40-acre orchard was pulled out simply because 
the water was of such quality. 

Many of our wells throughout the area have water of very poor 
quality. 

I also have sent in a small sample of rusty metal that I would like you 
entlemen to examine. It is a piece of one of these deep-well pumps. 
‘or some reason the water sets up an electrolytic action on account of 

the minerals in the water, and so forth, on the metal, which means 
that the pumps have to be pulled and repaired and replaced at great 
expense. 

We have been working for many years on this project, and just when 
we get into the place where we feel we are going to have some supple- 
mental water to help us out of our trouble, we run into this situation. 
The wells now on my particular ranch are lifting better than 500 feet 
with 250 horsepower motors, and we cannot keep that up much longer 
if the water keeps dropping. That piece of metal that I distributed 
there was only in service for 9 months, and it costs us over $2,500 to 
replace it. 

Gentlemen, we see no reason why, if we are not taking water from 
anyone else, and if we are just asking for waste water that is going out 
into the bay, that we cannot have some water to replace our fast- 
depleting water supply. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

Unless there is an objection, the resolution of the San Luis Water 
District will be made a part of the record following the statement, 
and the other resolutions will be made a part of the file with due refer- 
ence to them in the record. 

(The matters referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the San Luis Water District is a water district organized and exist- 
ing under California law, comprising 50,000 acres on the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley; and 

Whereas 30,000 acres of said district is without an adequate supply of water, 
notwithstanding said land is fertile, irrigable, and highly productive; and 

Whereas ground water supplies available to the district are inadequate in 
quantity to meet the demands thereof and are highly saline over a considerable 
area of said district ; and 

Whereas the most economical, expeditious, and feasible means to provide a 
supply of water for said acreage is the construction of the San Luis Reservoir 
and the San Luis Canal of the Central Valley project; and 

Whereas legislation has been introduced in Congress providing for the con- 
struction of the San Luis division of the Central Valley project: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the aforesaid district urges the immediate enactment of legis- 
lation authorizing the construction of the San Luis Reservoir and the San Luis 
Canal of the Central Valley project by the Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Reclamation, so that the actual construction thereof may commence at an 
early date 

Dated April 28, 1956 
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I hereby certify that the foreging resolution was duly and regularly passed 
and adopted by the board of directors of San Luis Water District at a regular 
meeting thereof held on the 23d day of April 1956. 

Witness my hand this 23d day of April 1956. 








Secretary of the Board of Directors 
of San Luis Water District. 


RESOLUTION NO. 238, 1956 
IN THE MATTER OF FEDERAL AID IN CONSTRUCTION OF SAN LUIS PROJECT 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an 
immediate supplemental water supply; and 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Merced County Board of Supervisors assembled in regularly 
adjourned session in Merced, Calif., this 24th day of April 1956, That the Federal 
Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in 
California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for 
possible intergation of this with the State project ; and 

Be it further resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senator William 
F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressman Clair Engle, B. F. 
Sisk, and Harlan Hagen. 

The foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the board of supervisors of the 
County of Merced on April 24, 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Glenn M. Fountain, Wm. Wade Morgan, Neill Gallaway, 
and Emory O'Banion. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: None. 

Emory O’BANION, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Merced, State 
of California. 

Attest: 

E. T. JOHNSON, 
County Clerk and Ew Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Merced, State of California. 


SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SUPERVISORS ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an 
immediate supplemental water supply ; and, 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association assembled in 
regular session in Fresno, Calif., this 20th day of April 1956, That the Federal 
Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in 
California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for 
possible integration of this, with the State project, and 

Be it further resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators Wil- 
liam K. Knowland and Thomas H, Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. 
Sisk, and Harlan Hagen. 

Harry P. Scumipt, President. 


RESOLUTION OF THE Mercep County (CALIF.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE URGENTLY 
RECOMMENDING THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE SAN LuUIS PROJECT 
BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Whereas many thousands of acres of fertile land now in production, in this 
area, is in dire need of irrigation water, and 

Whereas a prolonged delay in securing this irrigation water will certainly 
make desolate an area that is of vital importance to the livelihood of our people, 
and 
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Whereas an early consideration of Federal construction of this project will be 
of great benefit to this area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Merced County Chamber of Commerce go on record re- 
emphasizing our long standing recommendation that the Federal Government be 
empowered to construct the San Luis Dam and distribution canals with the pro- 
vision that the project will be a self amortizing one and that after Federal funds 
have been repaid the ownership and control shall be vested in the State of 
California. 

The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the Merced 
County Chamber of Commerce held on the 17th day of April 1956. 

[SEAL] Hers Heppner, 

President. 


Attest: 
D. K. Hatrprn, Manager. 


RESOLUTION OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE City oF Los Banos, CALIF., 
URGENTLY RECOMMENDING THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE SAN LuIS 
PROJECT BY THE FEDERAL GOVERMENT 


Whereas many thousands of acres of fertile land now in production, in this 
are, is in dire need of irrigation water, and 
Whereas a prolonged delay in securing this irrigation water will certainly 
make desolate an area that is of vital importance to the livelihood of our people, 
and 
Whereas an early consideration of Federal construction of this project will be 
of great benefit to this area: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce of the city of Los Banos go on record 
reemphasizing our long standing recommendation that the Federal Government 
be empowered to construct the San Luis Dam and distribution canals. 
The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the Los Banos 
Chamber of Commerce held on the 16th day of April 1956. 
STANLEY A. Kasper, President. 
Attest : 
MicHAEL DAmprosio, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION No. 769, UrciInG FEDERAL AND STATE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN LUIS 
DAM AND RESERVOIR 


Whereas it has been proposed that a certain dam and reservoir being con- 
structed at a point westerly from the city of Los Banos, which would provide for 
the impounding of water for the subsequent irrigation and domestic use, said 
project being commonly known as the San Luis Dam and Reservoir ; and 

Whereas said works will greatly affect the development and economic future of 
the city of Los Banos and surrounding area; and 

Whereas the city council of the city of Los Banos has investigated the proposed 
project and has concluded that its construction by both the Federal Government 
and the State of California would best serve the interests of the city of Los 
Banos, its people, and the peoples of the surrounding area: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolwed by the City Council of the City of Los Banos, That it favors and 
believes the best interests of the city of Los Banos and its people will be favored 
by the joint construction of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir by the Federal 
Government and the State of California. 

The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the city council 
of the city of Los Banos held on the 2d day of May 1956, by Councilman Negra, 
who moved its adoption, which motion was duly seconded, it was upon rollcall 
carried and the resolution adopted by the following vote: 

Ayes: Councilmen Amabile, Galloway, Negra, and Mayor Erreca. 

Noes: Councilmen none. 

Absent: Councilman Mastrangelo. 

JOHN ERRECA, 
Mayor of the City of Los Banos. 


Attest: 


MICHAEL DAMBROSIO, 
City Clerk of the City of Los Banos. 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, correct, and true copy of a resolu- 
tion passed by the city council of the city of Los Banos, a municipal corporation 
of the county of Merced, State of California, at a regular meeting held on the 
2d day of May 1956, and I further certify that said resolution is in full force 
and effect and has never been rescinded or modified. 

Dated: May 4, 1956. 

MICHAEL DAMBROSIO, 
City Clerk of the City of Los Banos. 





RESOLUTION No. 254, py WHICH THE COUNCIL GOES ON RECORD WITH REFERENCE 
TO THE SAN Luis PROJECT 


Resolved by the city council of the city of Dos Palos, as follows: 

Whereas there exists a difference of opinion with respect to whether the San 
Luis project shall be financed, engineered, and built by the State of California, 
on the one hand, or by the Federal Government through the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, on the other hand; and 

Whereas it appears to the council that the project is of such magnitude and will 
cause ultimately so vast an amount of money that it would be impracticable for 
the State of California to undertake construction of the project. 

Now, therefore, said council having duly considered the matter, it hereby goes 
on record as favoring construction of said project by the United States Govern- 
ment through the Bureau of Reclamation, as an agency thereof, and as against 
the construction of said project by the State of California. 

Adopted and passed by a vote of five members of the city council of the city 
of Dos Palos, this Ist day of May 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Jess Bowling, Herb Clements, Henry Pingle, Dominic Serpilio, Elmer 
Mason. 

Noes: None. 

Not voting: None. 

Absent: None. 

JESS BowLine, Mayor. 

Attest: 

THORNTON OWEN, City Clerk. 


Presented to and approved by me this Ist day of May, 1956. 
Jess Bow tine, Mayor. 


I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution of the city of Dos Palos, Calif., 
was duly passed and adopted at a regular meeting of said city council held on 
the 1st day of May, 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Jess Bowling, Herb Clements, Henry Pingle, Dominic Serpilio, Elmer 
Mason, : 

Noes: None 

Not voting: None 

Absent: None 
and that said resolution after its passage was approved by the mayor of the 
city of Dos Palos on the 1st day of May, 1956. 

I further certify that the foregoing resolution is spread upon the records of 
the City Council of the City of Dos Palos, at page 125 of Book Four of Minutes. 

Witness my hand and the seal of said city of Dos Palos, this 1st day of May, 
1956. 

THORNTON OrvIN, City Clerk. 


Mr. Asprnatu. The next witness is Mr. Louis T. Robinson, presi- 
dent of the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS T. ROBINSON, PRESIDENT, TULARE LAKE 
BASIN WATER STORAGE DISTRICT 


Mr. Roptnson. Mr. Chairman, I have been a resident of Kings 
County for some time. I am a resident of the county, the president of 
a large water district in that county, and am now and have been for 
over 15 years a farmer in that district. 
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The Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District comprises 190,000 
acres of productive farmland in Kings County. ‘This district re- 
ceives and enjoys a supplemental irrigation water supply from four 
streams: Kings River, Kern River, Kaweah River, and Tule River, 
but only at very high stages of flow. 

In many years it received no surface water supply from its en- 
titlements on these streams. Therefore, for a dependable irrigation 
water supply the farmers in the district depend on water pumped 
from wells of an average depth of about 2,000 feet, an average pump- 
ing lift of about 250 feet, and average cost as of this date for a new 
well with pumping plant of about $75,000. The draft on this under- 
ground supply of water is greater than its replenishment and there 
is a steady increase in the pumping lift and a steady deterioration in 
the quality of water pumped. Our experience to date appears to con- 
clusively prove that unless we obtain early relief, our farming opera- 
tions will be substantially curtailed because of excessive cost of pump- 
ing this water or because of deterioration of quality to a point where 
it will be too destructive to plant life and soil fertility. 

The completion ‘of the San Luis project as presently planned, in- 
cluding the Avenol Gap Dam and Reservoir and its other related 
features, will bring a desperately needed supplemental water supply 
to the lands of this district and thousands of other acres in Kings 
County. 

Engineers and geologists are in general agreement that the under- 
ground reservoir from which we pump is connected with and part of 
the same underground reservoir from which the farmers of West- 
lands Water District pumps. Therefore, any reduction in the draft 
against this underground water resulting from a supplemental surface 
supply furnished by the San Luis project to the Westlands Water Dis- 
trict, as well as to my district, will be of direct benefit to my district. 

The farmers are not opposed to the Feather River project or the 
California State water plan but, on the contrary, will give full sup- 
port to both projects. However, we do not believe either project will 
bring water to our farms in time to preserve our investment or to 
maintain the fertility of the soil. Because of our acute and desperate 
need for a supplemental irrigation water supply, we urge you to give 
us the San Luis project now and it can later be integrated with a 
State plan. We feel that any persons or groups opposing the San 
Tis project are acting selfishly and directly contrary to the interests 
of the farmers in the service area of the project. Is it not your duty 
and responsibility to protect the farmers that are affected, with no 
harm to the people not affected, rather than to humor the selfish 
wishes of people not affected and thereby do great harm to the farmers 
that are affected ? 

It is the purpose of this statement to assure, and I hope convince, 
you that the farmers and citizens of Kings County strongly favor 
immediate construction of San Luis project by the Bureau ‘ot Recla- 
mation. In addition to the statement I will make and as evidence of 
this fact, there is on file with you a resolution from the Kings County 
farm bureau giving its unqualified endorsement of the project. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you very much, sir. 

The next witness is Mr. John P. Benson, a farmer of the Westlands 
Water District of Western Fresno County. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN P. BENSON, FARMER, WESTLANDS WATER 
DISTRICT OF WESTERN FRESNO COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Benson. I am John P. Benson of Fresno, Calif., owner-op- 
erator of a farm in the Westlands Water District of Western Fresno 
County. 

At the outset let me give you some of my personal background 
which might in a measure indicate the validity of my statement. 

1. From 1919-42 I served in Fresno County, Calif., as county agri- 
cultural agent of the United States Department of Agriculture and 
the University of California. 

2. 1am a member of the West Side Land Owners Association. From 
1942-48 I served as secretary-treasurer of this association, whose pri- 
mary reason for existence is the study of the diminishing underground 
water supply in the proposed San Luis service area. 

3. From 1945 to the present I have been and am now a farm owner- 
operator in the area in cooperation with my son and son-in-law. 

In the position of county agent for more than 23 years, it was my 
privilege to observe the transition of this vast largely undeveloped 
area, plece by piece, from one of uncertain dry land agriculture and dry 
sheep pasture, to one of the most highly developed and intensely pro- 
ductive areas of like size in the United States. 

This development was based upon sound reasoning. Here lay a 
body of almost 1,400 square miles of soil of a single series of very 
much the same character throughout. The land was level or easily 
leveled for the gravity flow of irrigation water. Here was what 
appeared to be an abundant supply of underground water to be had 
almost for the asking. Here was the newly developed electrically 
driven turbine pump and here was the necessity for production to 
sustain our Nation and help bring World War II to a successful 
conclusion. 

As the number of wells, tapping this underground supply increased, 
the levels from which the My a to be lifted receded deeper and 
deeper into the earth. Wells became more expensive to drill, case and 
equip as well as more expensive to operate. The greater the static lift 
the greater the horsepower required, and the greater the consumption 
of electric energy in the pumping operation. Almost simultaneously 
well failures—collapse of steel casing caused by pressures and move- 
ments far below the surface—began to become a common experience. 
The average well is good for less than 10 years. Some more, some 
much less. 

It was at this stage of the development of the area, then, that lead- 
ing farmers began to discuss the possibility of finding a supplementary 
water supply. With this as the primary object, the West Side Land 
Owners’ Association was organized. Their first project was a con- 
tract with the office of the chief engineer of the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation in Denver. Under the terms of this contract the 
Bureau, with a fund of $50,000, supplied half and half by the Bureau 
and the Association, undertook a study of the water problems of the 
area. Thus the study ultimately led to the present San Luis proposal 
to utilize some of the area. This study led ultimately to the present 
San Luis proposal to utilize some of the wasting waters of the Sacre- 
mento River. 
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It is not my purpose to describe the San Luis project; I should 
like, however, to point out that the capacities of the present Tracy 
pumping plant and the Delta-Mandota Canal, based upon the delivery 
of water to our area, were both increased at the request of the West 
Side Land Owners’ Association. 

Water is now wasting through the Golden Gate to the Pacific and 
will continue to do so until some means are found to put it to beneficial 
use. 

There is no question of the right to capture, transport, store and put 
to beneficial uses this wasting water. To my knowledge no question 
has ever been raised as to how or by whom waste water should be 
captured and transported to points of beneficial use. 

No suggestion has been made to or discovered by the West Side Land 
Owners’ Association of another source of supply which would bring 
relief in time to save one of the most productive areas in the state. — 

It is difficult to understand why we should now be asked to wait 
for the construction of a new pumping plant and new canal of 
more than 2 times the capacity of the present Tracy pumping plant 
and the Delta-Mendota Canal to deliver water to a point where it 
is now available within 3 miles of the proposed San Luis Dam site. 
It is commonsense that the present facilities be used throughout the 
year and not be allowed to lie idle as they now do during the winter 
months. 

Size of land ownership is sometimes offered as an objection to con- 
struction of facilities to furnish a supplemental water supply to this 
area. Qn the basis of the latest survey made by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation, we find the following tabulation of acreage and parcels 
in the ultimate San Luis service area : 





Acreages: Parcets 
Pe niet aloe sel ee ied, oe ee i J, aS 6, 328 

Oe COR ahi diishisahnniamaaiodcwnt pede eh ag eiibiae 453 
I I i a iglesia Ee eh cca lates chee arta stsadinis dcieaieiditopieiadltadiacstilaiia 121 
I ae TIN cs. sesat he ocettancn tone domo sleaoiniind oe cin characte oacaceiaedaremaastpenanindliads Abate 488 
SI a hc ih eeatctae Sasi cine eb eva atone Aieiamaataetadilecats dataminbeesibis 245 
TE, CRAs ek bi ateb hn lARE ea iin odin eke ato epee cpg bd ae ceed al 177 
SO ain ntsc cannes epee gilt ahaa la il la 95 
aici iii Michal ala ia i ce nl Nae 86 
slated eden cea ast cacorn alum chara a taceria ck niasloaaecdacaieaitaedi cans bamiceaieneiael 7, 993 


In the presently proposed San Luis service area of about 500,000 
acres there are almost 2,000 separate ownerships. The Westland 
Water District alone has 1,781 individually owned parcels on its tax 
rolls. The assessed valuation is in excess of $100 million. Individ- 
ual operations within the area are relatively large. But under pres- 
ent and past conditions this has been inevitable because of the large 
investments necessary for operation. This, however, is common his- 
tory for irrigation districts. Most old districts which had to cap- 
ture, store, and transport water started with large ownerships and 
operations. These through the years have gradually and naturally 
been broken into smaller units. Ina number of old nearby irrigation 
districts the present average holding is less than 50 acres. 

Crops in the immediate San Luis area include cotton and cotton- 
seed, wheat, barley, milo, melons, potatoes, certified alfalfa seed, sugar 
beets, rice, miscellaneous vegetable crops, some fruit and cattle and 
sheep. In 1954 these products were valued at almost $57 million. Of 
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this more than $33 million were expended for capital and production 
expenses. 

The area supports a population of almost 50,000 people. Cities 
and towns of this area do an annual business in excess of $18 million. 
Much of this is being seriously threatened, unless a firm supply of 
supplemental water for irrigation and domestic use is forthcoming 
in the not too distant future. 

I should now like to give you some of my own firsthand experiences 
as a farmer in the area. My entire life savings are definitely tied to 
this question of a firm supply of supplemental water. 

In July 1945 we drilled and equipped our first well on recently 
purchased land. This well, ready to deliver water, cost just over 
$14,000. In 1947 we drilled ‘well No. 2, at a cost of $17,000. In 1950, 
well No. 3 cost $22,000. In 1951 well No. 4 was drilled to replace 
No. 2 which had failed. It had been repaired in 1950 at a cost of 
$7,500. Well No. 4 cost us over $25,000 and we transferred the pump 
and motor power from No. 2. 

In July-August 1945, the pumping level stood at 343 feet below 
the surface. The electric power cost for the delivery of water was at 
that time $3.50 per acre foot. At intervals of 2 years this pump has 
been removed for repairs. Each repair job has required the ioe. 
ward extension of the pump to reach the receding water levels. After 
a time the 125-horsepower motor had to be rewound to 150 horsepower. 
In almost 11 years the pumping level here has receded from 343 feet 
to near 500 feet or about 14 feet per year. The 2 remaining wells 
were first equipped with 150-horsepower motors. These have since 
been replaced with 200-horsepower motors and pumping levels have 
gone to 584 feet. 

This receding water level has meant increased consumption of elec- 
tric energy so that today our water cost is in excess of $9 per acre- 
foot delivered at the surface, as compared with $3.50 in 1945. 

Pump maintenance has also increased. Well No. 4 in one 12-month 
period of 1954-55 required 2 repair jobs, due to failing steel pump 
column and tubing and shafting. These 2 jobs cost us almost $17,000. 
This is about the average annual net profit from our operation. 

Experience of the past 10 years clearly and definitely indicate that 
the future of our own operations rests upon a very “sandy” founda- 
tion, unless a firm source of supplemental water is developed in the 
immediate future. 

As of the present date pumping depths in certain sections of the 
area have reached a point where, under present-day agricultural con- 
ditions, crops suitable to the area can no longer be grown at a profit. 
As a result wells and motors representing huge investments have been 
sealed off and the land lies idle. This is just the beginning of the 
retrogression that cannot stop until either surface use and under- 
ground supplies have reached a physical and economic balance or 
until a firm supplemental surface supply has been obtained at a price 
the farmer can afford to pay. To allow these multimillion dollar 
investments to become obsolete and deteriorate is, in my opinion, as 
unnecessary as it is to allow present Central Valley project facilities 
to lie idle during half the year and the excess waters of the State to 
run wastefully and often harmfully to the Pacific Ocean. 
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It is, therefore, my firm belief that the proposed San Luis project 
should be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, if we are to save 
this valuable area for the present use and future property of the 
State and the Nation. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Armon Heffington, president of Califor- 
nians, Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis Districts. 


STATEMENT OF ARMON HEFFINGTON, PRESIDENT OF CALIFOR- 
NIANS FOR TRINITY-SACRAMENTO-SAN LUIS, WEAVERVILLE, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Herrineron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
live in Weaverville, Calif. Weaverville is located in Trinity County 
in the far northern part of the State. As president of Californians 
for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis, I represent an organization that is 
dedicated to the water development of California’s resources. Com- 
ing from Trinity County, an area where a high percentage of the 
State’s water originates I have viewed with great interest the building 
of the initial features of the Central Valley projects. The great 
Shasta Dam which impounds 4 million acre-feet of water was over- 
committed in its water use before construction was actually completed. 
For the record, the original Central Valley project plan was conceived 
by the State of ( ‘alifornia but constructed by the Federal Government 
because of the inability of the State of California to finance the 
project. 

From the beginning of the Central Valley project concept it was 
intended that additional units would be constructed and that they 
would become an integral part of that expanding project that would 
ultimately serve the water needs of the Central Valley of California. 
From time to time additional units have been added. The latest 
which the Congress has authorized is the Trinity project. 

Let us review briefly the State’s population trend. In 1940 Cali- 
fornia had less than 7 million people. By 1950 the population had 
risen 53 percent, and now stands today at approximately 14 million. 
Each morning we in California are faced with the problem of caring 
for ap sroximately 2 2,000 more people than it was necessary to take 
care of on the day previous. Thus far California has been able to 
feed, clothe, and house this tremendous increase in its popul: ition, 
largely because of the timely development of a portion of our State’s 
water resources. I am certain that there is a clear understanding 
that water development means more than maintaining and expanding 
our agriculturaleconomy. It also is the key to industrial stability and 
expansion, and to municipal development as well. 

As I have previously mentioned that since the completion of the 
initial features of the Central Valley project other units have become 
a part of its progressive development. Trinity alone will contribute 
nearly 1 million acre-feet of water for use in the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Valleys. Because of this initial development we have been 
able to build these units at a proportional lower cost. We have been 
able to add flexibility and greater use because they are a part of the 
overall project. All of the features are so planned that they operate 
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mechanically as a unit and jointly contribute to each others’ financial 
success. Thus, regardless of the geographical location of the unit, 
each individual becomes a part of the whole capable in a sense of not 
only doing its individual job, but in contributing then to the repay- 
ment and feasibility of the entire plan. 

May I call your attention to the small map which is attached, which 
shows in part the key units of the original Central Valley project and 
the relationship of the proposed plan of the San Luis project. 

During the winter months the Sacramento River empties through 
the delta and into the Pacific millions of acre-feet of water, mostly 
to the benefit of no one. If the San Luis project were authorized for 
construction when completed it could store a million acre-feet of this 
winter water for use in the summer months to stabilize the tremendous 
agricultural economy of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 
There is available during these winter months the existing facilities 
of the Central Valley project including the Delta Cross Channel, the 
Tracy pumping plant, and the Delta Mendota Canal, all with in- 
stalled capacity sufficient to meet the needs of the initial San Luis 
project. I would like to call to your attention that this time of excess 
water coincides with the peak production of northern California 
hydroelectric power. 

The San Luis project has the support of Gov. Goodwin Knight, of 
your State, Senators Knowland and Kuchel, congressional support 
of Congressman Sisk, who has just introduced a new bill to authorize 
its construction, and from Congressman Gubser, who has introduced a 
companion bill modified to assist the area he represents. 

The proposed San Luis unit can for all practical purposes be con- 
sidered both a part of the State and Federal plans of water develop- 
ment in Califorina. It is my considered opinion that it will require 
the combined efforts of both the State and Federal Governments if 
water development in California is going to keep pace with the ever- 
increasing demand. 

California occupies a unique position geographically. I do not be- 
lieve this can be too strongly stressed in connection with national- 
defense efforts. If defense industry as well as the ever-expanding 
development in other industrial fields is to continue to keep pace with 
national need we cannot allow controversy to stymie water develop- 
ment in the State of California. We cannot continue to play a major 
role among the States of this great Nation unless we are prepared to 
move rapidly and harmoniously in a joint State and Federal water 
development in California. 

In conclusion, with major facilities available, and with water wast- 
ing to the ocean, we cannot allow the finest agricultural lands in the 
Nation to revert to desert when a Federal loan that the people in the 
area are willing to repay can make water available for the San Luis 
project. 

Mr. Asprnatut. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. George Sehlmeyer, master of the Cali- 
fornia State Grange. 

Mr. Sehlmeyer, we would be glad to hear from you at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE SEHLMEYER, MASTER OF THE 
CALIFORNIA STATE GRANGE 


Mr. Seutmeyer. I am one of those witnesses who has no written 
statement. 

Mr. Enc te (chairman of the full committee). Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
Sehlmeyer is master of the California State Grange, and is also presi- 
dent of the California Water and Power Users’ Association. 

Mr. Aspinatu. I want to commend the representative. 

Mr. Seuumeyer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
Congressman Engle stated, I happen to be head of the California 
State Grange, and also president of the California Water and Power 
Users’ Association, a group representing farmers’ organizations, and 
water and power users, as well as labor groups. 

Both of our organizations are on record favoring the construction 
of the San Luis project by the Federal Government. We do not believe 
that the water users in that area can wait until we can get around 
somewhere to integration with the Feather River project, because in 
that length of time their wells may be down to the point where there 
will be enough mineral to do real damage. 

Both of these organizations, I might say in passing, are on record 
opposing the construction of the Feather River to its present plans, 
but before it can be even undertaken, California will have to do some 
amending of its laws and we submit, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, that California has suffered on water development, and 
we place the blame wholly on the State government. 

First, their idea of purchasing the Central Valley project and setting 
aside $10 million to buy it, and then coming into the project with 
the proposed Feather River which must and should be a part of the 
Central Valley project. 

We think the committee here and the Federal Government is the 
only governmental agency in the country now that can bring relief 
to these farmers in time to save their land. 

About 5 years ago at a hearing in Los Banos on water, which is 
about 5 miles east of this project, many of the farmers complained that 
their wells were delivering minerals which were detrimental to land. 
We believe that integration may be talked about in the future, but 
right now California and that area particularly cannot afford to wait 
for such integration before this project is developed. 

The whole structure of the California water system needs some 
change, and while we are talking about taking water south, before we 
can do that it would be necessary to widely amend the laws of our 
State because of the county regional law, which is still in force. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the California State Grange, 
and the California Water and Power Users’ Association we must 
urgently request that this subcommittee make a favorable report, 
and that the Government proceed with the construction of the San 
Luis water project under the laws and regulations and contracts of 
Federal law. 

Thank you for listening. 

Mr. Asprnati. Thank you very much. 
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Will you please be seated there with the rest of the gentlemen? 

Mr. SEHLMEYER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AsptnaLt. We have approximately an hour left, and the Chair 
recognizes the chairman of the full committee, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Chairman, I would like to address a couple of 
questions to Mr. O’Neill, whom I compliment on a very excellent 
statement. 

Mr. O'Neill, I was interested in your references to the agricultural 
production in this area. I observed that you pointed out that at the 
present time it is largely dedicated to cotton and to barley. However, 
you say that the cost of these pumps which has run as high as $75,000 
makes that area incapable of nasi demdiines It is true, is it not, that 
unless some kind of water supply is gotten into that area, it will either 
continue in the production of these two crops, both of which are pres- 
ently supported by the Federal Government, or go out of production 
altogether? Is that a fair statement of the case ? 

Mr. O’Nettu. Your conclusions are correct, Mr. Engle. One can 
know by the very nature of the farming out there that when a man has 
to spend $75,000 to drill a well and equip it, that he must have a 
sizable acreage to support that. In addition to that, one well is capa- 
ble of irrigating a section of land. So the minimum acreage he could 
have would be one section of land and then he would be depending 
entirely on one well. If he had some summer crops, and if he lost that 
well, which occurs regularly, he would be completely out of business. 
That calls for another well to stand by, or another section of land. 
Naturally, the farming there must be done on a large-scale basis under 
the present system. 

With an adequate supply of water so that the farmer can turn the 
water on as he needs it, 1t could break down into very small units. 

Mr. Enete. As a matter of fact, the bringing of the new supply of 
water to the area would move in the direction of the small, family- 
sized farms devoted to crops not presently supported by the Federal 
Government. Is that correct? 

Mr. O’Nem, That is absolutely correct, and we have a very perfect 
demonstration of that on the east side of Fresno County. 

Mr. Encte. Just across the river it is all small farming; is it not? 

Mr. OWet.. It is all small farming; yes, sir, but 40 or 50 years 
ago when they were dependent upon an inadequate supply of water, 
the land was held in large tracts for the farming of grain and other 
field crops. 

Now that they have a permanent water supply which they have had 
for some little time, I think the average farm unit over there is about 
40 acres. 

Mr. Enate. I observed in your statement that you are requesting 
this project to be built under the reclamation law, and under a Bureau 
of Reclamation repayment contract. 

Mr. O’Nenu. Yes. 

Mr. Ener. Can I assume from that that you had in mind the 160- 
acre limitation, and its application under the reclamation law in such 
a contract? 

Mr. O’Netiu. We recognize that point. 

Mr. Eneier. That, of course, is taken in connection with the state- 
ment you have just made that the irrigation of that area will move in 














SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 53 


the direction of the small, family-sized farms, producing those crops 
which are currently not under price supports; is that correct ? 

Mr. O’Nertz. That is correct. 

Mr. Enete. Thank you very much, Mr. O'Neill. 

I suspect that some of our members did not get the significance of 
the statement made by the gentleman from (¢ ‘oaling: 1, Mr. Rex Pressey, 
on behalf of the city of Co: linga. 

Mr. Pressey, just for the purpose of emphasizing what you said, is 
it correct that ‘the city of Coalinga brings its water in by tank car? 

Mr. Pressey. Our drinking and cooking water; that is correct. 

Mr. Ener. And you have two separate pipe systems in the houses? 

Mr. Pressey. That is correct; two separate water systems through- 
out the entire city. 

Mr. Enate. What does that water cost you per acre-foot ? 

Mr. Pressey. The drinking water costs us approximately $2,260 pes 
acre-foot. It is almost impossible to believe the problems that we 
have with water in that area, because it is so dry. 

Mr. Eneir. Was that the situation in Coalinga when Coalinga was 
first established ? 

Mr. Pressey. That is correct. 

Mr. Ener. It makes you wonder why they ever had a town located 
there. 

Mr. Pressey. There is oil there. 

Mr. Enatr. I would like to farm in oil country, where my cattle 
could rub up against the derricks. 

Mr. Pressey. That would be a happy situation. I have one thought 
in my statement to the effect that the value of the crops in our area 
last year totaled $26 million, or slightly over $26 million. So, farm- 
ing 1s important to a town of 6,000 people when we produce $26 mil- 
lion worth of er ops. 

Mr. Encie. Not only that, but your need for water when consider- 
ing your present crop production represents a repayment capability, 
does it not, with reference to the payment for this project ? 

Mr. Pressey. That is absolutely correct, sir. 

Mr. Enatr. I believe that is all for the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asptnauu. The Chair recognizes Dr. Miller of Nebraska. 

Mr. Mruerr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Mituer. Back on the record. 

All of you gentlemen made very fine statements, and I notice the 
number of 500,000 acres to which Mr. O’Neill referred brought in 
about $50 million income. 

Mr. O’Ner1. That is correct, sir, and I think that is very con- 
servative, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Miniter. How many wells are there is in this area ? 

Mr. O’Nerti. Somewhere around 375 to 400. 

Mr. Minuer. We have over 17,000 wells in Nebraska. 

Mr. O’Nemu. However, they are little ones. 

Mr. Mriter. We have over 1,700 in one county, and most of them are 
at a depth of 150 feet, and they pump all the water you can possibly 
pump. 

Mr. Enere. Will you yield, Dr. Miller ¢ 
Mr. Muuer. Yes. 
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Mr. Enete. The underground water supply in Nebraska is sufficient 
to float a subterranean navy. 

Mr. Mixxer. I wanted to sell Nebraska a little here. We really have 
water in our underground storage. 

I understood you to say, Mr, O’Neill, that one well would irrigate 
about a section of land ? 

Mr. O’Nemu. It was able to just about do that if you rotate the 
crops. 

Mr. Mitzixrr. Do you know what the cost is per acre of irrigation ? 

Mr. O’Net. The electric power alone is averaging at the present 
time between $6 and $7 an acre-foot. 

Mr. Miiter. $6 and $7 per acre-foot ? 

Mr. O’Nenu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miter. Has there been any attempt by the State of California 
local groups to limit the number of wells that go down, or to control 

em ¢ 

Mr. O’Nettx. Unfortunately, that has not been done, and it is too 
late, now. 

Mr. Mixer. I noticed in the statement of Mr. Benson that of the 
7,993 parcels of land that there are 603 over the so-called acreage 
limitation. 

Can the members of the committee assume that in the event this bill 
is enacted that these landowners would be willing to come under the 
Reclamation Law and limit their acreage to 160 acres? 

Mr. Benson. Yes; I thinkso. 

Mr. Muter. I notice also that there are 86 pieces of land of over 
1,200 acres. 

Mr. Benson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miter. Do you presume those people would break up their 
tracts, and be willing to come under the Reclamation Law? 

Mr. Benson. Yes; that has been the experience. 

Mr. Miter. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have at the present time. 
T will reserve the rest of my time. 

Mr. Asprna. The gentleman reserves 1 minute. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana, Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Metcarr. Mr. Chairman, I want to pursue the point which was 
made by the gentleman from Nebraska. 

T notice that you are a farmer. 

Mr. Benson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Metcatr. Mr. Benson, I think you stated to Dr. Miller that the 
600 and something people who had acreage over the Bureau of Recla- 
mation acreage limitation would be willing to abide by the provisions 
of the reclamation law if they got the word ? 

Mr. Benson. I think definitely, sir, that all of those having over- 
acreage would sign the contract. 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. O’Neill, in your testimony you said that the lands 
here were fully developed and you said also that you did not contem- 
plate bringing new tants into agricultural production. 


Can you tell me about how many parcels of land there are in the 
Westlands Water District ? 

Mr. O’Nettu. The Westlands Water District comprises a little under 
400,000 acres, and we have on our assessment rolls over 1,700 owners. 

Mr. Metcatr. About how many of them are over the acreage 
limitation ? 
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Mr. O’Netu. I did not analyze it. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it not true, Mr. O’Neill, that a great amount of the land 
out there is actually in small parcels, and individual ownership, but 
in view of the condition which has been explained here this morning 
with reference to the cost of wells it has been necessary for these small 
owners to lease out to a large operator. That is actually the condition 
this exists at the present time ? 

Mr. O’Net. I rought that out in my statement. 

Mr. Metcatr. Mr. O’Neill, I believe you stated that it took at least a 
— of land for farming purposes in order to economically operate 
a well. 

If you had irrigation provided under this project it would break that 
up into quarter sections, and you could economically operate it; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. O’Nenx. That is right. 

Mr. Mercatr. Would not some of these people who are holders of 
large acreages prefer to wait until this project is developed by the 
State of California where you did not have such limitations as pro- 
vided in the Reclamation Act ? 

Mr. O’New. There has been some talk along that line, but there is 
no way of knowing what the State will eventually do before it can vote 
these bonds—the bonds that would be necessary to construct the 
Feather River project. However, if we had to wait for the construc- 
tion of the Feather River project our feeling is that we just will not 
be in business by that time. 

Mr. Metcatr. You would prefer to abide by the limitation and get 
water now and gamble on the situation under more favorable condi- 
tions in the State ? 

Mr. O’Neu. We would rather comply with the 160-acre limitation 
than to let the land go back to jackrabbits. 

Mr. Mercatr. That is all I have at the present time, Mr. Chairman. 
I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman used 4 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Utah, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Chairman, I am going to yield to my colleague 
from southern California, but before doing so I would like to read a 
portion of Mr. O’Neill’s ‘statement which I hope might inspire my 
colleague to give a reply. 

I now have reference to the statement which Mr. O’Neill made on 
page 4 to this effect: 

“Those who oppose it are opposing it for completely selfish rea- 
sons. By and large, they are people who have profited by Federal 
Development in the areas south of the Tehachapi Mountains. They 
have never been hesitant to call upon the United States Government 
for aid. Now that they apparently feel they have wrung the last pos- 
sible Federal irrigation dollar for southern California development, 
they propose to foreclose on any other Federal development within the 
State. Their purpose is to perpetuate the doctrine clearly set forth 
in the Colorado River fight and that is to rule or ruin.’ 

With that statement in mind, I assume my colleague is in a mood 
to carry on from here, and I yield to my friend from southern Cali- 
fornia. 
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Mr. Hosmer. Well, I would want to speak with Mr. O'Neill about 
that, because I think a lot of times in these struggles over vital necessi- 
ties such as water we alw ays tend to attribute to our opponents some 
kind of motive such as set forth here by Mr. O'Neill. 

I think that his analysis of the situation insofar as I am concerned, 
Mr. O’Neill, and insofar as many of the good people in southern Cali- 
fornia with whom I have talked about this situat ion, is incorrect. The 
fact of the matter is that my belief, and I think of any Californian, is 
that a water problem in one part of the State is a problem of the entire 
State. We are not south, central and southern California. We are 
one State. It is likewise true that a water problem with respect to 
time, whether it is this year or 10 or 15 years hence, is also a problem 
of the whole State, and a problem, of course, with which we have to 
worry about today. 

There is a new spaper reporter in the room here to whom I gave an 
interview quite some time ago, and I expressed it in just about that 
fashion to him. 

What I am attempting to do, I think, and what all other good people 
are attempting to do, is to solve your water problem for you, and solve 
it as fast as we possibly can because your situation is critical. What 
we are trying to avoid is in the solution of your immediate, localized 
problem, ‘to prevent solution to other problems of other areas of the 
State at other times. 

Unfortunately, the San Luis site, so far as California is concerned, 
is not an alternative. If there is to be brought water from the North 
to the South—and 98 percent of the water in California, originates 
North and only 2 percent in the South—this site must be avail- 
able. Should it be preempted for the satisfaction of the need of the 
Fresno area, in such a manner that it could never in the future be 
utilized for these additional needs, then, you see, we would be creating 
a situation whereby the serious water problem for 6 million southern 
Californians could not be solved. 

Now, what am I working toward in this particular instance? 
Despite the fact that I am sufferi ing from accusations such as you make 
in your testimony, Mr. O’Neill, I am working toward some kind of a 
plan which we can agree upon which will take care of your needs and 
also leave open the door to take care of the needs in other important 
parts of the State as they arise. 

What other things are being done about this problem? Of course, 
for a number of years, the State itself has been working on it. We 
have the very voluminous Bechtel water plant, and the - project fea- 
tures of it. 

I would just like to read to you a portion of it. 

Mr. Aspinauu. There is an objection. The gentleman has been 
recognized for his 5 minutes. 

Mr. Murer. May I yield him an additional minute / 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman is recognized for an additional 
minute. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Bechtel report that represents all of the State 
says: 

“Some immediate solution to the problem of the western San 
Joaquin Valley is essential because of the imminent failure of the 
ground water supply.” 
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Then you propose for that solution a San Luis project integrated 
with the Central Valley Authority. The State has recommended the 
Feather River project for this purpose, coupled with a more extensive 
irrigation coverage of the valley. 

You see, Mr. O’N Yeill, we are not working at cross purposes here; 
we are trying to work something to solve a problem in your part of the 
State and a problem in my part of the State, and I hope, despite what 
you have told this committee, that you will work with us toward that 
solution. 

Do I understand your testimony correctly when you say that you do 
want the San Luis. project as a part of the Central Valley project ? 

Mr. O’Netti. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Now, you are also aware, are you not, that the State of 
California itself, and the State engineer, has recommended that it be 
a part of the Feather River project ? 

Mr. O’Netu. May I answer that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I have asked that question. 

Mr. O’Net. I will say it has been since 1955. Before that it was 
not a part of the Feather River project. 

Mr. Hosmer. At the present time your recommendation is in con- 
flict with the recommendation of the State engineer 

Mr. O’Netw. After there were indications that we might be able to 
use it in a Federal project, it was then included in the State engineer’s 
program. 

Mr. Hosmer. Let me ask you this, Mr. O’Neill: Should this legis- 
lation wind up something like this, that the State of California buy 
the site and have the Federal Government come in and build the proj- 
ect under an agreement with the State that the State would make 40 
annual payments and upon completion of the repayment assume title 
to the works, would you object to that kind of an arrangement ? 

Mr. O’Neru. It would depend on what you charge the water users 
for water in order to make that payment. That is what is bothering 
us. 

Mr. Hosmer. If the Federal Government built it under that ar- 
rangement it would not cost a nickel more to own the site, and probably 
a little less. 

Mr. O’Netu. I would not know about “a little less.” I would not 
expect that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you think that the State of California would be 
less generous with you in its charges than the Federal Government? 

Mr. O’Net. Well, let us put it this way: The first report issued 
by the State engineer had a price of water for our area in excess of $11. 
Then when we were able to produce a report from the Federal Bureau 
of Reclamation stating that they could serve us with water at $7, 
Mr. Edmondson immediately changed his price and in his next report 
it was somethig over $6. 

Mr. Hosmer. And that was confirmed by an independent engineer- 
ing organization, the Bechtel group, was it not ? 

Mr. O’Nettu. I do not agree with that at all. They do not know 
even what the project is going to cost in their estimates, much less 
the cost of the water. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I read the report, they do make some very fair es- 
timates of the cost which closely coincide with the figures of the State 
engineer. 
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Mr. O’Nett. I would like to have State Senator Regan answer that. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Long Beach will ask the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Hosmer. There is one other thing that I am not clear on from 
what you have told the committee so far. The State report shows that 
as to ownership of land in the area to be served by this project there 
are 10,050 owners and that 130 of them own a little more than three- 
quarters of the land. 

Mr. O’Netz. I do not know what report the gentleman is referring 
to. 

Mr. Hosmer. I am referring to the recommendation of the State of 
California on the proposed report of the Department of the Interior 
on the San Luis unit, Central Valley project. These are the figures 
that the State has produced in their official document. Would you 
know whether or not that figure that I read was correct? 

Mr. O’Netu. I only know what we have on our records in the way 
of assessments. 

Mr. Hosmer. You are one of the larger land owners in the area ? 

Mr. O’Netu. I am one of the smaller. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you have less than 320 acres? 

Mr. O’Netw.. Oh,no. I have 4,300 acres. 

Mr. Hosmer. 4,300 acres. 

Mr. O’Net.. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. The average size of the acreage of those owners is 
2,800 acres. What would you do with that acreage, Mr. O’Neil, in 
the event the Federal Government built the project and subjected it 
to the 360-acre limitation ? 

Mr. O’Netu. I would sign a recordable contract giving the Gov- 
ernment permission to sell the excess land. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The chair- 
man recognizes the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Curistorpuer. I would like to ask a question of anyone that 
cares to answer it. What are the minerals in the waters you are pump- 
ing at the present time that eat your metal pieces in your pumps? 

Mr. Pressey. I have here a copy of the analysis made by the Twin- 
ing Laboratories dated April 21, 1947, and I have a copy of the State 
of California’s Department of Public Health, showing their analysis, 
dated August 10, 1955. I can give you one of these copies, sir. 

Mr. CuristorpHer. That will be all right. 

Mr. Asprnatyu. Can you answer the question for the benefit of the 
record ? 

Mr. Pressey. It is very technical. 

Mr. CuristorHer. Exclusive of salt, what are the chief minerals 
that deteriorate these metals? 

Mr. Pressey. The chief one is sulfates SQ,. 

Mr. CuristorHer. I have one other question. What is the closest 
estimate that you can give of the total amount of acre-feet of water 
that is available in California? What is your overall yearly supply 
of water that is available for use in the State? 

Mr. Reean. The annual runoff in the State is 71 to 73 million acre- 
feet annually. The present use of water estimated by the State eng* 
neer is 21 million acre-feet and the potential in the report which the 
State Engineer is giving to the legislature is 50 to 51 million acre-feet 
annually. 
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Mr. Curistopuer. Then if all the water was utilized, under any 
plan contemplated you would have a balance of 20 million acres— 
acre-feet of water that would be going to the Pacific without being 
used ? 

Mr. Reean. No, because you cannot use every drop of water. It 
would dry up each stream. The best estimate of the usable water 
under any plan that would be advanced is that of the 71 million to 73 
million acre-feet, part of it must continue to flow. 

We do have the great recreational area up there. We have the fish 
life to be maintained, and so on on the streams—the fine salmon runs 
and what have you. 

Mr. CuristorpHer. Then 51 million acre-feet would be about all the 
usable water you would have? 

Mr. Recan. Yes, and the projection is that California could use 
that and that will be sufficient for systematic development. 

Mr. Curistorpuer. The question in my mind was this: is California 
in a position so it can say that it will have a normal water supply for 
the foreseeable future and that you will not run out of water? 

Mr. Reean. The lowest recorded runoff in California is 18 million 
acre-feet annually. The highest recorded is 137 million acre-feet an- 
nually, so the mean is estimated to be 71 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Curistoruer. If you could utilize all of your water you could 
at least double the production of the State, could you not ? 

Mr. Reean. That is right, and it is estimated that with the popula- 
tion which is coming into the State in the foreseeable future the ulti- 
mate use of water requires that 51 million acre-feet annually. 

Mr. CuristorHer. That is all. I thank you. 

Mr. AspinaLu. The gentleman from Missouri has remaining 1 
minute. 

The chairman recognizes the gentleman from Nevada. 

Mr. Youne. I would like to yield my time to the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. AspInaLL. The chairman recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I would just like at this time to commend the gentlemen 
on their fine statements. Particularly would I like to call attention 
to the fact that four of these gentlemen happen to come from my dis- 
trict, Mr. O’Neill, Mr. Benson, Mr. Kalijan, and Mr. Pressey. I think 
that they have given to the committee here this morning a very ex- 
cellent statement of the conditions that exist and the needs that we 
have in this particular area. 

I would like particularly to call attention to the statement made 
by Mr. O’Neill in his remarks that reflect the attitude of the great 
majority of the land owners in this area, and that is, that this project 
would represent an investment in people. 

I would also like to call to the attention of the committee that I have 
had many talks with land cwners and farmers in this area who today, 
although they would be considered large operators, realize it is for 
the well being of California as well as for the future generations, that 
this area be broken up into smaller farms to take care of a greater per- 
centage of the people. 

With that statement, Mr. Chairman, I shall not take up the time 
of the committee with any further questions at this time. 
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Mr. Aspinati. The gentleman yields back three minutes of his 
time. The chairman recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. 
Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I will not take the time to ask questions, but I do 
want to join in the sentiments expressed by my colleague, particularly 
with regard to Mr. O’Neill. I had the great pleasure of meeting Mr. 
O’Neill when I visited Fresno in company with other members of the 
committee last winter. I havea very happy recollection of the delight- 
ful evening spent in your home with you and your charming wife. 
T can assure you that I left Fresno with a very favorable impression 
of this project. I reserve the balance of my time. I will yield it to the 
gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The gentleman has used 1 minute of his time and 
reserves the balance of it. 

The chairman recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatu. What is the average annual rainfall in the area that we 
are talking about? 

Mr. O’Netitxi. About 51% inches. 

Mr. Upatu. I would like to ask Mr. Hosmer, my colleague from 
California, does he make the argument that the authorization of San 
Luis as a Federal project would interfere with the financial feasi- 
bility, possibly, of Feather River? Is that a part of your argument, 
or am I mistaken ? 

Mr. Hosmer. The physical feasibility. 

Mr. Upatu. But this being a developed and going area where the 
irrigators would obviously have a pretty good capacity for repay- 
ment, it is not the argument that the authorization of this project as 
a Federal venture would render Feather River unfeasible from an 
economic standpoint ¢ 

Mr. Hosmer. It would make it impossible. 

Mr. Upatu. It would, you say ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair would suggest that the committee will 
go into that later. 

Mr. Upatt. I want to explore this so that I can get an opinion from 
the witnesses here if that is the argument that is made, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Can the gentleman answer? 

Mr. Hosmer. Unless this legislation is very carefully drawn, it 
will solve the prublem of Mr. O'Neill and the problem of these other 
gentlemen, but it will make it impossible to solve a good many of the 
other water problems of the State. There is the matter of the avail- 
ability of the site at San Luis, and if that site is not available you can- 
not have an overall Feather River plan which affects both the northern 
and the southern part of the State. All I am trying to do is to ask 
these gentlemen, in their planning, to do it in such a manner as not 
to preempt the site solely for use for their own purposes in the Fresno 
area, but to work out with us in the committee, and with the people 
in the State of California some kind of plan whereby all of these uses 
can be made. I fully believe in some manner or other Federal financ- 
ing is going to come into the picture. It necessarily must. 

Mr. Upauyu. With that answer, let me ask Mr. O’Neill then if he 
feels, with his knowledge of the overall problem that you have in Cali- 
fornia, that authorization of San Luis as a Federal project will seri- 
ously interfere financially, or otherwise, with Feather River. I just 
want your opinion on that point. 
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Mr. O’Nert. I would say that if the water is sold to water users 
at the same price that the Federal Government proposes to sell it to 
us, it would not financially help Feather River. I would say as to the 
site, the early planning of the Feather River did not contemplate 
the use of the San Luis River; that there are other sites farther south, 
if the water is going south, that could be used to just as good advan- 
tage, in my opinion, as the San Luis site, and I am not an engineer. 

In all of our negotiations with the Bure: aul of Reclamation we have 
requested that the excess ¢ apacity of the San Luis Reservoir be re- 
served and the construction be so designed as to permit the Feather 
River people to use the extra 1 million acre-feet storage there. 

Mr. Upatu. In other words, you do not see a type of conflict that 
cannot be resolved ? 

Mr. O’Neww. I cannot see any conflict, and that is the reason for 
my statement this morning that we do not understand the opposition 
unless it is a very selfish motive. 

Mr. Upatn. I might say that I think I personally made a tentative 
commitment, at least, to the San Luis project when we authorized 
Trinity because we were told then by the engineers—and it is cer- 
tainly something that enters into my calculations at this time—that 
a substantial portion of the power—— 

Mr. Aspinatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The gen- 
tleman from Montana will yield you a minute. 

Mr. Upatx. That it was a logical thing for a substantial portion 
of the power to be generated there to be used to man the pumps of the 

San Luis project. So you not only would have a feasible project, but 
your irrigators would have water at a price at which they could 
pay out the project in a satisfactory way. I still reserve the right 
to hear the engineering testimony on this project, but as far as I am 
concerned I am a believer in nationwide development programs. I 
think that the Central Valley project in California is one of the finest 
we have in the country, and if the engineering on this is sound and 
the economics are sound, it seems to me it is a very logical thing for 
this committee to follow ‘through on—not only the early projects that 
have been authorized, but I think Trinity itself is intended to gear 
in very directly with the San Luis project. I hope other members 
of the committee will see your project in that light. I may say as 
far as Feather River is concerned—and I think that I speak for the 
other people in the great basin of the Colorado area—the sooner that 
we can pour some of your California water into southern California I 
think the sooner we will find that the southern California people will 
be willing to cooperate with all of us in these great development 
programs. 

Mr. Asprnatn. The chairman recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Hosmer, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I want to say to my colleague from Arizona that the 
planning for the larger project involves the location of canals at a 
high level or low level and the recover y of power by subsequent drops. 
You lift it up into a reservoir and you take it farther away and drop 
it and you recover some of the power, and there are an infinite number 
of those technicalities involved that do not make it possible unless the 
original construction is made taking into consideration that subse- 
quent construction will have to be of a feasible financial nature. 
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Now, Mr. O’Neill, I am not going to take up much of your time here. 
There are two things that I want to know. I got the impression when 
we were talking that so long as you got this immediate problem han- 
dled in your area you did not care what happened to the other part 
of the State. 

Mr. O’Neu. I did not say that and I did not mean it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you feel as I do, that one part of the State’s water 
problem is another part of the State’s concern ? 

Mr. O’NetLu. My statement says, if you will permit me, that we 
should utilize the water and take it from the area of abundance to the 
areas of deficiency, and we should help in every way we can. 

Mr. Hosmer. And if we are going to make ultimate use of some 50 
million acre-feet a year that Senator Regan mentioned, why, the use 
of it is going to be in the north, south, and central. 

Mr. O’Neitu. We are heartily in favor of that program. 

Mr. Hosmer. Actually, it is an overall California proposition ? 

Mr. O’Nertu. We agree with that thoroughly. 

Mr. Hosmer. We just want to make absolutely sure that one unit 
of it does not prevent the development of some other logical and neces- 
sary unit; is that not true? 

Mr. O’Newu. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to ask you gentlemen this: I ran across 
somewhere the information that there are a couple of lawsuits going 
on in California to have these recordable contracts declared void or 
unenforceable. Do any of you gentlemen have any information on 
those suits ? 

Mr. O’Neit. I have no knowledge about the pendency of any suits 
of that kind. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think that is all. 

Mr. Asprvaxy. ‘The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Oregon. 

Mrs. Green. I yield my time to Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatt. Mr. O'Neill, is it not true that even if San Luis is author- 
ized you will still rely on the pumping of your underground water 
as a major source of supply ? 

Mr. O’Nemu. Not a major source. I think, according to the re- 
port of the Bureau of Reclamation, it is estimated that 1,200,000 acre- 
feet will give us about 75 percent of our water needs, and we will have 
to depend on wells for the other 25 percent, but we could in that case 
select the area where the underground table is most favorable. 

Mr. Upati. And this fresh water would of course also help solve 
your mineral problem # 

Mr. O’Nett. That is right. 

Mr. Upauu. Just one other comment that seems to me appropriate 
here. I know what you are going through out in California. I think 
the difficulty you are having—and I have the same problem in my own 
State—is that the sectional pressure is so intense that it is very diffi- 
cult to get a plan that you can agree upon because of the fear that 
this area, or that area is going to have its rights violated, particularly 
where we have a crisis situation such as you gentlemen present here 
today, and it is necessary to get the show on the road. It is good to 
have Members of Congress here who are not subject to the California 
electoral pressure, to exercise their judgment and form a decision and 
get something started. My own fear is that if action is not taken on 
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this project you might find yourselves waiting so long that your situa- 
tion might not only be critical but disastrous in your area. That is 
another reason why I look with favor on this legislation. 

I yield back to the gentlewoman from Oregon. 

Mrs. Green. The only thing that I can add to that is that I am very 
familiar with the need for the comprehensive development of the 
Columbia River Basin, and I am very familiar with the problems in 
Oregon and the need for the Hells Canyon Dam. I am concerned with 
the irrigation and reclamation projects in the Western States and will 
certainly discuss this further with Mr. Sisk and familiarize myself 
with some of the statements that you made this morning that I did not 
hear because I had to attend another committee meeting. 

Mr. Aspina.u. Is there any request for further time? We have 
4 or 5 minutes left. 

Mr. Curistroruer. I have a question that I would like to ask: If 
you are able to get 1 million acre-feet of surface water to use in the 
San Luis area, that would reduce by 1 million acre-feet the amount of 
water that you would have to pump. _Is it the opinion of the engineers 
that that would raise your water table essentially and reduce the min- 
eral content in the water that you did have to pump out of your wells? 

Mr. O’Nemz. I do not believe that it would work that way. You 
see, we drill our wells down 1,500 to 2,000 feet. The application of 
water on the surface does not do us much good at that depth, and if 
we do develop a supply of water closer to the surface it seems to carry 
more minerals. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield on that point? Are there 
not some electrolosis gadgets that can be used in the wells to prevent 
that reaction ? 

Mr. O’Netu. We have not been able to find them, sir. 

Mr. Curisropuer. That is all. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Does anyone from the delegation wish to say any- 
thing ? 

Mr. Benson. Four years ago a well was drilled a short distance 
from our headquarters by another organization, and they attempted 
to overcome this matter by electrolosis. They had engineers who 
were supposed to know, and up to date it has not been controlled. 

Mr. Hosmer. The reason that I asked that is because it has been 
controlled elsewhere. 

Mr. Benson. Certain methods were used, I understand, in eliminat- 
ing it by protecting oil and gas lines, but it has never worked with 
water. 

Mr. Hacen. I would like to ask a question though I am not a 
member of the committee. 

What is the total consumptive use of water now in this 500,000-acre 
area ? 

Mr. O’Netu. In excess of 1 million acre-feet annually. 

Mr. Hagen. Just approximately. 

Mr. O’Neu. I think that it depends upon the type of crops that 
are grown. As you know, summer crops require a great deal more 
water than the winter crops, and because we are reduced acreage in 
cotton. The use of water has been materially reduced, so I would 
say that at the present time 1 million acre-feet is about right. During 
the period when we were producing more cotton it probably went to 
1,250,000 or 1,300,000 acre-feet. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Any further questions ? 

Mr’ Sisk. I ouanet just like to make this comment in closing this 
session. I would like to say to my good friend and colleague from 
California, Mr. Hosmer, that I agree heartily with the statement he 
made a while ago with reference to all of us being concerned with 
solving the water problems of the State of California. I am sure that 
the gentleman will agree that I have discussed at times in the past 
the need for trying to bring about an equitable and a fair integration 
of this project to see that there is an ample way for southern Cali- 
fornia to receive water. Those of us in my area, and I, are vitally 
concerned with the overall solution of all of California’s problems. 
I am well aware that they will in the future need additional water in 
the south, and certainly it was my concern when I introduced a bill 
that we provide features of integration which would assure to the 
people in southern California, the same as those in the north, an 
equitable manner of receiving water. I dothink it isa problem. We 
do have a difference of opinion as to just what the method is to be 
used, or the vehicle that might best serve the purpose. I do agree 
with Mr. Hosmer that we are all vitally concerned. 

Mr. Asrrnau. Is there any further statement ? 

The chair wishes to thank the witnesses from California who have 
appeared this morning for their cooperation with the committee in 
the presentation of the material that they have offered. 

The chairman announces that the committee will resume its hearing 
at 2 o’clock this afternoon, at which time Governor Knight and Mr. 
Banks, the engineer, will be before the committee. 

Because it is necessary for the chairman to be absent for a little 
while, Chairman Engle will be the acting chairman of this sub- 
committee. 

Is there anything further that the members wish to take note of 
at this time? If not, we will stand in recess until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon the committee recessed until 2 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Enoatz.. The House Committee on Interior, Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation, will be in order for the further con- 
sideration of H. R. 10915, by our colleague, Mr. Sisk, and H. R. 10952, 
by our colleague, Mr. Gubser, both bills being for the purpose of 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis 
unit of the Central Valley project, California, and for other purposes. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Eneorr. Without objection, we will hear the Governor of Cali- 
fornia and the State engineer for 1 hour, then Mr. Gubser and his 
witnesses will have 20 minutes, and the last 40 minutes will belong to 
the opposition. At the conclusion of the statements, we will have the 
time for questioning, and the remaining time will be divided equally 
on my right and left for the questioning. Is that agreeable? 

If it is, that will be the order of the committee and will be the 
procedure. 

Governor, we are delighted to have you with us today to give your 
testimony with respect to this important legislation. Under the 
ruling just made by the committee, your testimony and that of Mr. 





SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 65 


Banks, including the time for questioning, will necessarily be limited 
to an hour in an attempt to keep a reasonable balance of time allotted 
to the proponents and opponents. We hope that will allow you suffi- 
cient time, Governor, to make your statement and answer any neces- 
sary questions. 

With that, we will be very happy to hear you, Governor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GOODWIN J. KNIGHT, GOVERNOR OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Governor Knicur. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
as Governor of California, I am pleased to appear before you today to 
urge immediate authorization of construction of the San Luis unit as 
a Federal development, in order to meet the urgent water needs in a 
portion of the west side of the San Joaquin V alley i in California. 

In coming before you I wish to do two things: First, to tell you 
how much we in California appreciate the serious consideration this 
committee has always given to the water problems of California. 
Our State has been able to meet the demands of its rapidly expanding 
population largely because of the continuing interest of this commit- 
tee. Second, I wish to ur ge you toe ontinue to give your sympathetic 
attention to our water problems. 

The critical water problems of the irrigators, domestic users, and 
municipalities in the service area of the San Luis unit mirrors a 
situation that is statewide. The only solution lies in intelligent 
cooperation between the Federal Government, the State and local 
interests. 

A few weeks ago I sent to your chairman and other Members of 
the Congress copies of a report recently completed by the California 
State Water Resources Board which summarizes the problems we face 
in the field of water resource development. This report sets forth 
our program of water development known as the California water 
plan, under which we propose to provide works for the conservation 
and control of water resources vital for the continued growth and 
development of the State. 

The California water plan, as presently conceived, will meet the 
anticipated water requirements for all present and future beneficial 
uses in all areas of the State, so far as practical. Substantial benefits 
will accrue to the people of California and to the Nation by reason of 
the flood control provided, by the hydroelectric power produced, by 
salinity repulsion, by enhancement of the fish and wildlife resources 
and recreational facilities, and by other incidental values as well as 
through the water conserved. 

Assuredly, the California water plan represents a bold and ambi- 
tious program, but it is no more than the realities of California’s 
present situation demand if we are to continue to grow and prosper. 

As far reaching and comprehensive as the State’s plans are, it will 
be virtually impossible from a financial standpoint for the State to 
develop its water resources alone. We look to the Federal Govern- 
ment for continued assistance and cooperation to help us provide ade- 
quate water supplies for our ever-expanding population. It is for 
this reason I have come to Washington to appear before your 
committee. 
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I sincetely believe that Federal construction of the San Luis unit 
in such a way that it can be integrated with the State’s plan, is an 
example of the highest type of Federal and State cooperation in 
solving California’s water problem. 

Development of California’s water supplies is a task too great 
for any one agency. Supplying water for municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural needs at a price the consumer can pay, will require the 
active cooperation of the Federal Government, the State and local 
districts, as well as public and private industry. It can be done no 
other way. 


A BRIEF REVIEW OF CALIFORNIA’S WATER PROBLEMS 


The report of the California Water Resources Board, to which 
I have already referred, discusses the causes underlying the urgent 
need for water development in our State. One aspect of those prob- 
lems was called to the attention of the Nation in newspaper headlines 
of last Christmas, which described the drastic floods which inundated 
so many rural and urban areas. Several Members of Congress came 
to California and observed the flood-stricken areas last January. I 
might say at this point that Folsom Dam paid for itself in the first 
year of its operation by holding back water which would otherwise 
have done severe damage in the capital city of Sacramento during 
those floods. 

If you will recall a few days ago, Mr. Chairman, you were there 
and made that very statement, and at the same time you said that 
you wanted to take care of the water after it fell, not while it was 
falling, because you were speaking at a dedication when the rain was 
coming down. 

Mr. Ener. I make no pretentions as a rainmaker, 

Governor Knieut. We had a magnificent day. The only thing that 
spoiled it, of course, was the fact that it rained during the ceremonies. 
Otherwise, it was perfect. 

Shasta Dam saved all of upper northern California from flood 
damage as did Friant Dam for the San Joaquin Valley. Pine Flat 
did much to protect the Fresno area from serious damage. 

The control of floods, however, is but one of several important ele- 
ments in the complex water problems facing our State. 

Our most serious problems stem from the tremendous growth of 
population, industry, and agriculture that began at the end of World 
War II and which are continuing unabated. You are all well aware 
of this expansion in the West. Our most conservative forecasts 
indicate we must plan on an increase in population to an estimated 
40 million people under conditions of complete development. 

Fifteen years ago when the then new Governor of California, Earl] 
Warren, began to speak about California he talked about a pop- 
ulation which would one day be 20 million people. Now we are exceed- 
ing 13 million people and his prediction does not seem so fantastic. 
At that time it seemed almost unbelievable, but now it is a reality, 
and so we can safely say what I have just enunciated. 

There are 400,000 people coming into the State each year and not 
one of them is bringing one gallon of water wtih him; yet each expects 
a share in the economy of this State, including his share of the water 
necessary for the existence of that economy. To supply these 400,000 
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people w ith food alone requires the expansion of agriculture by 50,000 
acres per year. With the development of our highw ay system and 
the expansion of urban development, we are replaci ng another 50,000 
acres per year and taking it away from agriculture. California, there- 
fore, « diols not feed itself. It needs to import food for its population, 
and we can ill afford to fall behind 100,000 acres a year without im- 
mediate planning to provide projects to irrigate additional farmland. 
In that connection, I might mention that we are not going to provide 
additional acres which will provide more problems for your surplus 
commodities, because we have 40 different commodities, as you know, 
in California, and we need to develop more and more vegetable and 
specialized fruit lands. 

With our increase in population, the demand for water for in- 
dustries based on local resources will grow apace. The total use of 
water for all urban and related uses will be five times that of the 
present when final development of the California water plan is reached. 

At the present time water consumption for irrigation in California 
is approximately 90 percent of the total beneficial use. Complete 
development will mean more than doubling the water requirements 
for irrigation alone. 

There are two factors which bear importantly on California water 
supplies. One of these relates to geographic maldistribution and the 
other to the time of the availability of water. 

I am sure the members of this committee are quite familiar with 
the matter of geographic maldistribution. Certainly you, Mr. Chair- 
man, who have lived in the northern part of the State and have the 
largest congressional district in the country know all about that. 

As has been brought to your attention many times before, Cali- 
fornia’s major water resources are in the northern part of the State, 
while the great agricultural areas and more than half of the popula- 
tion are in the central and southern areas where water supplies are 
inadequate. 

There is plenty of water to go around. With full practicable de- 
velopment, suffic ent water can be exported from the northern areas 
of sufficiency to the areas of need, with sufficient supplies reserved for 
the areas of origin, to supply all the ultimate requirements for water 
throughout the State. The challenge is to utilize it in such a manner 
to meet all needs. 

The second aspect of the problems relates to the fact that the Cali- 
fornia stream flow follows the precipitation which occurs in the 
winter and early spring months, while the summers are dry. This 
seasonal runoff, coupled with periodic droughts make large storage 
reservoirs vitally necessary. 

A further factor is the alarming depletion of underground water 
ar es. We are currently overdrawing our water bank account in 

California by about 5 million acre-feet per season and, considering 
our forecast of growth, this shortage in water supply development 
could amount to more than 10 million acre-feet each season by 1965. 

Gentlemen, these facts make it increasingly apparent that the con- 
tinued growth and prosperity of C alifornia is dependent upon prompt 
and substantial efforts by the responsible local, State, and Federal 
agencies to find solutions to our water problems. 

All the problems we face in California in connection with water 
resource development have been cataloged. Knowing what they are, 




















68 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


‘all this the California 





we have evolved a plan to solve then 
water plan. 

The initial unit of our California water plan is the Feather River 
project. It has been authorized for construction by the State by the 
California Legislature. The service area includes the area in the 
Sacramento V ‘alley along the Feather River, lands in the west and 
south sides of the San Joaquin Valley, areas in Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Santa Clara and San Benito Counties, and southern California. 
Appropriation of money to implement the early construction of this 
great project as the initial feature of the C ‘eifornia water plan are 
contained in our budget for 1956-57, which has been approved by our 
legislature and signed by myself. 


FEDERAL-STATE COOPERATION 


The Federal and State Governments have cooperated in a remark- 
able degree in California’s water development during the past 20 
years. Our State engineers have done tremendous things in out- 
lining and presenting our water problems and their solution. The 
State has planned many water developments and acquired rights-of- 
way for Federal water control structures. In turn, the Federal Gov- 
ernment, through authorizations and appropriations of the Congress, 
has expended large sums in flood and reclamation projects in all of 
California. I do not believe there is any finer example anywhere of 
long-term cooperation between the two levels of government. 

There is a further opportunity for Federal-State cooperation in 
bringing about urgent water develoment to meet present and future 
needs for flood control and water conservation. It is to this future 
program that I now wish to address myself. 


SAN LUIS UNIT PROJECT 


One of the finest areas of agricultural land in California, and one 
which can contr ibute very substantially to the fut ure economy of our 
growing State, lies in the service area of the San Luis unit, as pro- 
posed by the Foie al Bureau of Reclamation. 

This service area lies principally in western Fresno County, al- 
though it ine eats small portions of Kings and Merced Counties. The 
same proposal has been made by California’s Division of Water 
Resources. Engineers of the State and Federal Government are in 
agreement on the essential elements of a desirable plan for increasing 
the w ater supplies in this area. 

The San Luis unit project includes a reservoir and canal system de- 
signed to provide the 500,000 acres of land in this area with a des- 
perately needed water supply. At present the seriguted farm produ- 
ction on those lands is entirely dependent upon w ater pumped from 
deep wells. Many of these wells are 2,000 feet in depth and involve 
actual water lifts of from 400 to 600 feet. The ened water 
table is dropping at the alarming rate of 25 feet per year. Wells and 
equipment require an exorbitant investment, frequently eceivndiege from 
$60,000 to $70,000 for each installation. The average life of a well 
is ranging between 5 and 10 years. Without a re: asonably priced 
supplemental water supply, the San Luis unit service area -annot con- 
tinue to maintain its present production. 
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The tragedy in this situation is the fact that each winter large vol- 
umes of water are wasted through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
and into San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean. 

The San Luis unit project would store some of this surplus winter 
water and, using existing facilities of the Central Valley project, 
would allow transportation of 1 million acre-feet from the delta to the 
San Luis Reservoir. 

Many details are yet to be worked out, but the primary features are 
agreed upon by the competent engineers of both the State and Federal 
Governments. I do not believe that minor details should be allowed 
to obstruct the ious for continued cooperation in solving the 
problems of this area. 

The existing features of the Central Valley project, which would be 
utilized in rescuing this otherwise wasted water, would be the Tracy 
pumping plant and the Delta Mendota Canal; both of which have 
functioned so successfully as key structures of the Central Valley 
project. These facilities are used fully only during the summer irr!- 
gation season. Their employment during the winter months would 
not interfere with their present function, but will utilize them when 
they would be substantially unused as they are at the present. 

The San Luis Dam should be built above the Delta Mendota Canal 
to form a reservoir having an initial capacity of 1 million acre-feet, 
built upon a foundation for future enlargement to an ultimate capacity 
of 2.1 million acre-feet. 

Of course, in no sense do we wish to give the impression that the 2.1 
million acre-feet are going to supply only the west side of Fresno and 
Merced and Kings C ounties, as I mentioned a moment ago, because it 
is our contention that there will be ample and large supplies of that 
water which can be sent into southern California. 

A canal should be constructed leading from the reservoir down the 
west side of the San Joaquin Valley. T ‘his canal should be so designed 
as to meet critical present needs not only for the proposed San Luis 
unit service area but also lands further to the south in San Joaquin 
Valley, and as I have said ultimately to provide service to southern 
California when it is needed. 

I think it is generally agreed that southern California does not now 
need this water. That is, with the Owens River aqueduct and the 
large development which they have from the Hoover Dam area, they 
do not need the water now. But the day will come when they will, 
and we cannot wait for that day to be upon us. Therefore, this is a 
project that cannot wait until the water table falls to such a depth that 
the cost of well water and the deterioration of its quality will make 
most of these half-million acres of valuable farmlands submarginal, or 
force their complete abandonment. 

The immediate question is: What part can each of us play in this 
great water development that means so much to California, the West, 
and the Nation / 

California is shouldering its share of the financial and construction 
responsibility for water development within our State. The Feather 
River project has been authorized and the first moneys appropriated 
for acquisition of rights-of-way, planning and construction. 

The Feather River project was authorized by our legislature in 1951. 
Studies were made, moneys were expended for feasibility studies, both 
financial and engineering, but no actual money was ever appropriated 
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to construct the Oroville Dam or the project until this year, 1956, when 
we got the legislature to appropriate $9,300,000 to commence the work. 
Of course, we could have appropriated more money, but that is all 
that we can spend between now and next January. 

Mr. Hosmer. May I ask what that $9 million was for ? 

Governor Knicut. That will be for various purposes. little over 
$1 million will be to study routes from the San Luis Reservoir down in 
southern California, Santa Barbara-Ventura Counties, as to which 
will be the best way. The other moneys will be for plans, specifications, 
and thorough studies with reference where to move the railroad, where 
to move the highway. 

Mr. Hosmex. Is any of it for site acquisition ? 

Governor Knieur. And site acquisition. None of that money is 
to be used for the actual building of the railroad. We do not expect, 
in other words, to start moving the railroad this year. We expect to 
move the railroad and the highway next year. Those 2 tasks will take 
about $43 million. It seems a tremendous amount of money, but that is 
what they tell me it will take. 

But it is abundantly clear that we cannot do this alone. Federal 
construction of the San Luis unit project in such a manner that it can 
be integrated with the State’s Feather River project is the logical place 
for the Federal Government to continue to advance Federal-State coop- 
eration in solving California’s water problems. 

We believe that the Federal Government can and will assist in this 
great integrated plan by authorizing construction of the San Luis Dam 
and a part of the facilities. 

There are various approaches to integration of the State and Federal 
projects. The views and recommendations of California on the De- 
partment’s proposed report on San Luis discusses and analyzes several 
plans for such integration. Common to all these plans is the recogni- 
tion that the San Luis unit and the State’s Feather River project can 
be integrated to the benefit of both the State and Federal Government. 
The details of such integration can and must be worked out. We 
are not coming here contending today that all of the deails are com- 
plete or that we have them all ready to just hand to this committee 
as a completed project. 

It would be disastrous to await the resolution of all problems in- 
volved in such integration before authorizing and undertaking con- 
struction of these projects. Without committing the State of Cali- 
fornia to the exact language of any particular legislation, I can say 
that the State wholeheartedly supports the authorization of the San 
Luis unit for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. I am sure 
that the committees of the Congress will develop language which will 
permit construction to proceed immediately and provide the basic 
policy for integration of the San Luis unit with the Feather River 
project. 

CONCLUSION 


I have tried briefly to outline the water problems we face in Cali- 
fornia. Everything possible is being done at the State level. The 
California water plan in its complete form will be presented to the 
State legislature at its next session. Some of the State water agencies, 
the great majority of them, recently have been consolidated into a 
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new department of water resources to ready them for the enormous 
job that needs to be done. 

This is the first time in the history of our State this has been ac- 
complished. Fifty different agencies over a period of 75 years have 
gradually been given water duties and water responsibilities of one 
kind and another, ranging all the way from water rights to operation. 
We have now consolidated all of those with four exceptions into 
a single water department, with a director appointed by the governor 
and responsible to him, and confirmed by the senate. This will give 
us a straight line of authority and will give us, I think, and many 
other people think, a much more efficient administration of water in 
California. 

I mention that to you because we have had countless controversies 
in the past in California in our water problems, and the people— 
and many, many well-informed persons—never knew who they could 
consult or to whom they should go for the solution of their problems, 
whether it be the water resources board, the reclamation board, the 
water project authority. 

To just give you an example, last winter when the floods came on 
there were people phoning me and asking what we should do, whom 
we should see, who was responsible, and nobody really knew. The 
only thing I could do was turn the whole matter over to the civil 
defense agency and the National Guard. Yet certain duties were abso- 
judgment of many people, such that 


lutely, in my judgment and the 
should have been performed by these various water agencies, but they 


had not had anything to do with flood matters for so long they did not 
know what to do. and it resulted in great confusion. That has all been 


changed by this last act of the legislature. 

Even though we are making progress in the resolution of our water 
problems, the fact remains that we are far behind and it will require 
the best efforts of all, including both the State and Federal Govern- 
ments, to catch up. The works already constructed by the Federal 
Government have had a tremendous beneficial impact on the economy 
of California and continued Federal assistance to supplement. our 
own efforts is necessary if our economy is to be maintained. 

We are prepared now to work closely with the Federal Govern- 
ment and with the members of this committee and with the Members 
of Congress and all affected Federal agencies. I urge you to continue 
the orderly expansion of the San Joaquin Valley by authorizing the 
San Luis unit. Time is short. The service area of the San Luis 
project is an irrigated agricultural section without equal in the 
United States. But the people on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley are faced with the prospect of seeing their lands revert to 
desert areas. The only way to rescue these lands is by immediate 
construction of the San Luis unit project. 

This statement is general in nature. For more specific items I 
refer you to our State engineer, Mr. Harvey Banks, who accompanied 
me here to Washington and who is in attendance at this meeting. 
He will present the State’s views in detail. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for the opportunity to appear before you. 

Mr. Enete. Thank you, Governor, for your excellent st atement. 

Without objection, the State engineer, Mr. Banks, will be permitted 
to deliver his statement now. Thereafter, such questions as the com- 
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mittee may desire can be addressed to either the Governor or Mr. 
Banks. 
Hearing no objection, that will be the order of the committee. 
Mr. Banks, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY 0. BANKS, STATE ENGINEER OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Banxs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. It is indeed a ple: isure to be here and to meet you 
again. 

My name is Harvey O. Banks; I am State engineer of California 
and secretary and engineer for the State water resources board. 
It is a privilege to appear here today to discuss the problems of water 
resource development in California and to present California’s views 
and recommendations in detail with respect to the proposed San 
Luis unit. 

As Governor Knight has so well stated, the task of supplying ade- 
quate water to support California’s present economy and to provide 
for the inevitable rapid development of the State is a tremendous one, 
both in magnitude and complexity. The solution will require the 
combined efforts of the Federal, State, and local governments, and 
private interests, working in close cooperation and harmony. We 

earnestly solicit the continued assistance and cooperation of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

The State, however, recognizes that it cannot depend solely upon 
the Federal Government to solve its water problems. We have there- 
fore formulated a comprehensive plan, the California water plan, for 
the full control, conservation, protection, distribution, and utilization 
of all of the State’s water resources to meet the present and future 
needs for all beneficial purposes and uses in all areas of the State to the 
maximum feasible extent. This is a long-range program of develop- 
ment which will be implemented progr essively as the water require- 
ments become apparent. The Feather River project has been author- 
ized by the State legislature as the initial unit of this plan, to be 
constructed as rapidly as possible. Again, as Governor Knight has 
stated, the legislature has provided funds to begin the acquisition of 
lands and rights- of-way, and the preparation of construction plans 
and specific ations for this project. 

The Feather River project is needed now, not only to supply water 
for lands along the Feather River and in the Sacramento Valley, 
but also for the water deficient areas in the western and southern 
portions of the San Joaquin Valley, and Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Santa Clara and San Benito Counties, and by 1975, for southern 
California; as well as for flood control on the Feather River, for the 
generation of a large block of needed electric energy and a multitude 
of other benefits. The amount of new water which the project will 
make available is about equal to our present overdraft. In connec- 
tion with the Feather River project, I want to point out that its 
service area in the San Joaquin Valley encompasses that proposed 
to be served by the San Luis unit, as well as a larger area to the 
south, which is just as badly in need of supplemental water as the 
proposed San Luis unit service area. 
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Storage at the San Luis site and appurtenant canals and pumping 
plants are essential features of the Feather River project, not alone 
for the future, but now. With Oroville Reservoir on the Feather 
River constructed and in operation, there will be a much greater 
quantity of firm water that can be diverted from the delta that can 
be made available by the federally proposed San Luis Unit Reservoir 
alone. Thus, Oroville operated in conjunction with the San Luis 
unit will make water available for a much greater area than can be 
served by the San Luis unit of 1 million acre-feet capacity, operated 
alone for storage of winter and spring surplus waters from the delta. 
Ultimately, in connection with the State’s Feather River project, a 
total storage of 2 ,100,000 acre- feet at the San Luis site will be neces- 
sary to serve the San Luis unit service area and to store the other 
waters which will be conserved and distributed by the State’s Feather 
River project. It is quite possible that it may prove more economical 
to build San Luis Reservoir to its ultimate capacity now, rather than 
to build it in two stages. This is a matter of engineering and eco- 
nomic studies which have not been finalized as yet. However, this 
possibility must be recognized in any legislation concerning the San 
Luis Reservoir. It is obvious, therefore, that if the initi: 1 San Luis 
unit is to be built by the F ederal Government. as proposed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, it must be closely integrated aa coordinated 
with the State’s Feather River project in design, construction, and 
in operation. The State’s project will provide needed water service 
to lands in the San Joaquin Valley beyond those proposed for serv- 
ice by the San Luis unit, at the same time that service begins to the 
San Luis unit service area. The State also proposes to bring water to 
the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, and San Benito 
adjacent to the San Francisco Bay area just as rapidly as possible. 
Certainly by 1975 southern California will need the additional water 
to be made available by the Feather River project. 

In our report entitled “Views and Recommendations of the State of 

California on Proposed Report of Department of Interior on San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California,” dated March 1956, 
we have pr ‘oposed what we believed to be a logical and economical plan 
of integration of the San Luis unit as proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation with the State’s Feather River project. We request 
that that report be filed with the committee and that the conclusions 
and recommendations therein be made a part of the record of this 
hearing, if that is acceptable. 

You will recall that in his report entitled “San Luis Unit, Central 
Valley Project, California,” the Commissioner of Reclamation pro- 
posed two alternative recommendations, which read in part: 

It is recommended that : 

(a) The following works constituting the San Luis unit be authorized to be 
constructed, operated, and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, as an integral part of the Central Valley project, Cali- 
fornia, in accordance with Federal reclamation laws, substantially in accord- 
ance with plans set forth in this report and with such modifications as may be 
recommended by the Commissioner of Reclamation and approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior; or in lieu thereof, that the San Luis unit, with such modi- 
fications as may be required, be authorized to be constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and upon agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and 
the State of California and with the approval of the Congress, be operated and 


maintained by the State of California as an integral part of the proposed Feather 
River project * * *. 
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We believe that the second alternative recommendation of the Com- 
missioner should be adopted and implemented. We believe further 
that this plan of integration will be beneticial both to the Federal 
Government and to the State of California from financial and oper- 
ational standpoints and will provide water service not only to lands 
in the San Luis unit service area, but also to other water deficient 
lands in the State at the lowest possible cost. We believe that under 
our recommended plan of integration the total capital investment both 
by the State and by the Federal Government will be held to a mini- 
mum. It is our opinion that this plan of integration is fully in con- 
sonance with the policies recommended by the Presidential Advisory 
Committee on Water Resources Policy. Under State operation, as 
we propose to be accomplished by agreement with the Secretary of the 
Interior, the amount of water delivered to the San Luis service area 
would be the same and in the same general price range as would 
be made available under Federal operation. 

Specifically, our major recommendations are as follows : 

1. That the San Luis unit should be integrated with the Feather 
River project, and should be authorized by the Congress for construc- 
tion by the Secretary of the Interior and for operation and mainte- 
nance by the State. The various structures should be modified as 
necessary to function as integral parts of the Feather River project. 

2. That the authorizing legislation should also provide that the 
State of California shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements and 
rights-of-way; that the State shall repay the total construction cost 
to the United States on an interest-free installment basis; and that 
title to all of the works shall pass to the State on completion of 
repayment. 

We have also recommended that the Secretary of the Interior be 
authorized to negotiate a contract for the use by the State of Central 
Valley project power facilities, to the extent and at the cost that such 
facilities would be associated with the San Luis unit if constructed 
and operated as an extension of the Central Valley project. 

You will note we propose that the State of California shall acquire 
and pay for all lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the San Luis 
unit. € propose to acquire not only the lands needed for the initial 
unit of 1 million acre-feet capacity as proposed by the Commissioner 
of Reclamation but also those lands needed for the ultimate capacity 
reservoir. 

We make this proposal with three thoughts in mind: (1) As tan- 
gible evidence of the State’s good faith and intent to fully cooperate 
with the Federal Government in an integrated project; (2) to expedite 
construction of the project, which is badly needed both for the San 
Luis unit service area and for other lands; and (3) as a downpayment 
on the project. The California Legislature has already provided 
money to begin the acquisition of these lands. It can be made avail- 
able on July 1, 1956. However, Governor Knight has stated that he 
does not intend to begin the acquisition of these lands until it has 
been determined whether the Federal Government is to build the 
San Luis unit, or until July 1, 1957, whichever occurs first. If the 
Federal Government does decide to build the San Luis unit, acquisi- 
tion of the lands will not begin until mutually satisfactory arrange- 
ments have been consummated between the Federal and State Gov- 
ernments. We do not believe that this proposal should in any way 
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act to bar Federal construction of the initial San Luis unit, but rather 
must have the opposite effect. There have been many instances where 
Federal works have been built upon land owned by local interests. 

The State proposes to guarantee full reimbursement to the Federal 
Government of all reimbursable costs involved in the construction of 
the initial San Luis unit. We propose to do this on an installment basis 
extended over a 40-year period, pertatic. with the first payment to 
be made 1 year after construction is completed and operation has been 
assumed by the State of California. The State will assume the addi- 
tional initial capital cost, if any, caused by modifications necessary 
for integrated operation. We propose to furnish the same water serv- 
ice to the San Luis unit service area that would be furnished were the 
Bureau of Reclamation to operate the unit. 

We would like to call to your attention certain other points noted in 
our review of the San Luis unit report. First, any facilities con- 
structed to remove saline waste waters from the San Luis service area 
should be located and designed as a part of the master drainage sys- 
tem for the entire west side of the San Jo: aquin Valley, whic h must 
be vpn in the near future. Secondly, hitherto F ederal practice 
in the San Joaquin Valley has been to consider relift pumping facili- 
ties and the energy required for relift pumping the responsibility of 
the water users; we question the justification of imelweimg these as 
items of Federal expense as now proposed for the Sam Luis unit. 
Third, in the light of the Federal policy as enunciated m the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, the propriety of inclusion of the eest of flood- 
control works as a part of the reimbursable irrigation allocation is 
questioned ; furthermore, the economic justification of the proposed 
works within the unit service area has not been demonstrated in the 
Bureau of Reclamation report. Fourth, we believe that construction 
should be expedited so as to commence water deliveries not later than 
1961. 

In order to carry out the objectives discussed here, we have drafted 
amendments to the bill, which have been furnished to Mr. McFarland, 
and with the permission of the committee I would like to make them 
a part of the record. 

Mr. Enote. Without objection, the amendments will be made a 
part of the record following Mr. Banks’ statement. 

Mr. Banks. As I said in the statement, we would like to submit 
our report on the San Luis unit to the committee for its files and re- 
quest that the conclusions and recommendations therein be made a part 
of the record. 

Mr. Enete. Without objection, the conclusions and recommenda- 
tions will be made a part of the record following the statement made 
by Mr. Banks. 

Mr. Hosmer. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman. That 
document has so much information in it pertinent to this project that 
I am wondering, even though lengthy, whether it would be a wise 
idea to have it alla part of the record. 

Mr. Ener. The Chair will reserve a ruling on it. 

Mr. Hosmer. I am just asking the chairman’s opinion on it. 

Mr. Enete. Let the Chair reserve ruling on that and discuss it 
with you, Mr. Hosmer. Without objection, we will put the conclu- 
sion and recommendations in the record following the statement made 
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by Mr. Banks. Under previous order of the committee, the time for 
this presentation expires at a quarter after three. 

Mr. Banks. I have two more matters, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enctx. Go ahead. 

Mr. Banks. I would like also to file with the committee for your 
information, if you so desire, our report on the Feather River project. 

Mr. Encore. We will be delighted to have it, and, without objection, 
it will be made a part of the file. 

(The State report will be found in the committee file.) 

(The amendments proposed by Mr. Banks and the conclusions and 
recommendations of the State report follow :) 


AMENDMENTs TO H. R. 10915, 84TH CoNGREssS, 2p SESSION, RECOMMENDED BY THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


It is recommended that the present bill be amended to read as follows: 
[H. R. 10915, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit, Cali- 
fornia, and to negotiate an agreement for the integration of such project with the 
Feather River project of the State of California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purposes of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately four hundred and forty thousand acres 
of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents 
thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recre- 
ational and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (herein re- 
ferred to as “the Secretary”) is authorized to construct, pursuant to the terms of 
this act, the San Luis unit to be operated and maintained by the State of Cali- 
fornia (herein referred to as “the State’), under an agreement with the Secre- 
tary, as an integral part of the State’s Feather River project. The principal engi- 
neering features of said unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis 
site with an initial capacity of approximately 1,000,000 acre-feet and designed 
for ultimate expansion to 2,100,000 acre-feet, a forebay and afterbay, a canal 
leading south from the reservoir with a capacity of approximately 9,000 cubic 
feet per second, and such other project works and features, including minimum 
basic recreational features, as may be included in the agreement between the 
United States and the State referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this act. In con- 
structing the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal 
Reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto), except so far as the provisions thereof are 
inconsistent with this act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
negotiate an agreement with the State to carry out the objectives of this Act 
and to report the negotiated agreement to the Congress on or before July 1, 
1957. Upon approval of such agreement by the Congress, the Secretary is author- 
ized to execute the agreement on behalf of the United States and shall thereafter 
commence construction of the San Luis unit and shall complete it as expedi- 
tiously as possible. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State shall provide: 

(a) The project works and features to be constructed. These should substan- 
tially conform to the report of the Department of the Interior entitled, “San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California’, dated August 4, 1955, modified 
to the extent required for integration and coordinated operation with the State’s 
Feather River project, as generally outlined in the “Views and Recommenda- 
tions of the State of California on Proposed Report of the Department of In- 
terior on San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California”, dated March 1956, 
or as may otherwise be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State. The State 
shall pay any increased costs covered by such modifications. 

(b) That the State shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way for the San Luis unit and shall allow their use by the United States with- 
out charge. 

(c) That the State shall assume operation and maintenance of the unit upon 
its completion. 
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(d) That the State shall repay to the United States in forty equal annual in- 
stallments the reimbursable construction costs of the unit. Such repayment 
shall commence in the year following that in which the State assumes operation 
and maintenance of the unit, and shall be upon an interest-free basis. Upon 
completion of repayment, the Secretary is authorized and directed to convey 
title to all unit works to the State. 

(e) Such other terms and conditions as are required to carry out and imple- 
ment the intent of this Act. 


CONCLUSIONS 


I. The San Luis unit as a part of the Central Valley project 


With respect to the San Luis unit as an addition to the Federal Central 
Valley project as proposed by the Commissioner of Reclamation as 1 of 2 
alternative recommendations, and without reference to the Feather River project 
of the State of California, the following conclusions are presented: 

1. The proposed plan of development would be generally satisfactory in pro- 
viding water service to the proposed service area. 

2. The facilities to remove saline waste waters from the San Luis unit service 
area should be located and designed as a part of a master plan for a drainage 
system for the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

3. The inclusion of relift pumping facilities and power for relift pumping as 
items of Federal cost is not consistent with present Bureau of Reclamation 
practice relating to the Central Valley project, whereby such facilities, and the 
electric energy required to operate them, are the responsibility of the water 
users. 

4. The economic justification of the proposed flood protection works within 
the project service area has not been demonstrated. The propriety of inclusion 
of the cost of such works as a part of the reimbursable irrigation allocation 
is questioned in the light of Federal policy as enunciated in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, that costs of flood-control works are a nonreimbursable Federal 
responsibility. 

5. The proposed capacity of the San Luis Canal is believed to be excessive. 

6. The San Luis unit is feasible of construction, and the estimated capital costs 
are reasonably adequate for prices as of January 1956. 

7. The estimates of water requirements in the project service area. are 
reasonable. 

8. The water supply available for the San Luis unit would be adequate, provided 
the necessary water rights are obtained. 

9. Operation of the San Luis unit as a part of the Central Valley project 
under Federal reclamation law, as that law has been applied to all other units 
of the project, might cause extended and expensive administrative problems 
relating to disposal of excess lands and, in view of recent court decisions, may 
result in further litigation due to the application of the excess land provisions 
and the use of 9 (e) utility type of water service contract. 

10. The allocation of costs of the Central Valley project given in the San 
Luis report shows a nonreimbursable allocation to flood control of $52,749,000 
for the entire project, compared to $63,444,000 as set forth in House Document 
73, 83d Congress, 2d session, in January 1953. This reduction is not warranted. 

11. On the basis of the 100-year period of analysis used, the benefit-cost ratio 
of the San Luis unit, given in the report to be 1.07 to 1.0 for primary benefits, 
is conservatively stated. 

12. Since the payout period of the Central Valley project would be extended 
only 1 year by addition of the San Luis unit, the effect of such addition would 
not be substantial so far as costs to water users of present features of the 
Central Valley project are concerned. The San Luis unit would be substantially 
subsidized by the Federal Government, however, by reduction of commercial 
power revenues of the Central Valley project, and by loss of interest payments 
on commercial power facilities in the amount of $67,304,000 reallocated to the 
irrigation function. The addition of the San Luis unit would reduce the depend- 
able commercial power capacity of the Central Valley project by 200,000 kilo- 
watts and would utilize 70 percent of the electrical energy output of the Trinity 
River division. 
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Il. The San Luis unit as a part of the Feather River project 


With respect to the San Luis unit as an integral part of the Feather River 
project of the State of California, as proposed by the Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion as 1 of 2 alternative recommendations, the following conclusions are 
presented : 

1. The San Luis Reservoir is an essential feature of the Feather River project. 

2. In order to insure successful operation of the Feather River project, any 
plan for integration of the proposed San Luis unit with the Feather River project 
must satisfy the following physical requirements: 

(a) San Luis Dam and Reservoir must be designed for an ultimate capacity 
of about 2,100,000 acre-feet, although construction to that capacity might be 
accomplished in 2 stages. 

(b) A forebay to the San Luis Reservoir must be provided to permit the 
State to use offpeak electric energy for pumping. 

(c) An afterbay must be provided at the head of the Feather River project 
aqueduct south of San Luis Reservoir to permit the State to make further use of 
offpeak electric energy for pumping. 

(d@) A canal south from San Luis Reservoir must be provided at the elevation 
proposed by the State in order that water can be delivered to pumping plant III 
at Buena Vista Lake. The lower canal proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
would not be suitable for this purpose. 

3. Analysis of three plans whereby the Feather River project and the San Luis 
unit could be integrated indicate generally that proper integration would not be 
inimical to successful development and operation of the Feather River project, 
but would be financially advantageous to both the State and the Federal 
Government. 

4. With respect to the three plans of integration represented by analyses Nos. 
1, 2, and 3 herein, the studies indicate: 

(a) That analysis No. 1, in which it was assumed that the State and the 
Bureau of Reclamation would jointly use San Luis Reservoir, and would deliver 
water to their respective service areas via separate, parallel canals, would be 
the least favorable plan of integration, from both engineering and financial stand- 
points, and should not be considered further. 

(b) That analysis No. 2, in which it was assumed that the State and the 
Bureau of Reclamation would jointly use San Luis Reservoir, and would deliver 
water to their respective service areas via a single joint canal with alinement 
and elevation as proposed by the State, would be definitely superior to analysis 
No. 1, for both the State and the Federal Government. 

(c) That analysis No. 3, in which it was assumed that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion would build the San Luis unit, modified to meet the requirements of the 
Feather River project, and that the State would repay the cost to the Federal 
Government interest-free and would be the operator of the entire integrated 
project, would be clearly the most advantageous plan of integration so far as 
both the State of California and the Federal Government are concerned. Fur- 
ther studies indicated that the financial advantage to the State would be sub- 
stantially enhanced if the use of the Central Valley project power facilities asso- 
ciated with the San Luis unit could be contracted for by the State. 

5. Operation of the integrated project would be most efficient and economical 
under analysis No. 3, as compared to analyses Nos. 1 and 2, because operation 
and control of the entire project would be vested in a single agency—the State 
of California. Under analyses Nos. 1 and 2, on the other hand, continuing prob- 
lems associated with control and operation of joint, single-purpose facilities 
by 2 separate agencies would exist. 

6. Construction and operation of he integrated project under any plan of in- 
tegration discussed herein could be accomplished within the framework of ex- 
isting State and Federal law. Certain amendments and additions to existing 
law may be required, depending upon the plan of integration adopted. With 
respect to the Federal law required for integration, legal precedents have been 
established, particularly the Marshall Ford Dam and Reservoir on the Colorado 
River in Texas, authorized by the act of August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850). 

7. Water deliveries to the critically water-short areas of the west and south 
sides of the San Joaquin Valley should be made as soon as possible. To accom- 
plish this, it is vital that construction be expedited to the maximum degree pos- 
sible and should be completed by 1961, as proposed in the State’s Feather River 
project construction program, rather than by 1965 as proposed in the report under 
review. 

8. While the studies described herein are believed sufficient to establish the 
broad feasibility of integration of the San Luis unit and the Feather River 
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project, further and more detailed studies will have to be made jointly by the 
State and the Bureau of Reclamation in order to establish specific and final de- 
tails of design and construction. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations are made: 

1. The San Luis unit, proposed for construction by the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, in the report under review, should 
be integrated with the Feather River project of the State of California, and 
should be authorized by the Congress for immediate rapid construction by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and for operation by the State of California. 

2. To accomplish the objectives of the foregoing recommendation, the Congress 
should enact appropriate legislation to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct the integrated San Luis unit. Such authorizing legislation should 
provide that the features of the San Luis unit be modified and constructed as 
integral parts of the Feather River project of the State of California. ‘The 
authorizing act should also provide, among other things, that— 

(a) The State of California shall initially acquire and pay for all iands, 
easements, and rights-of-way for the San Luis unit. 

(b) The State shall operate and maintain the unit and repay to the United 
States from project revenues the reimbursable construction costs of the unit on 
an interest-free installment basis. 

(c) Upon completion of repayment, title to all of the unit works shall pass 
to the State. 

(d) The Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed to negotiate a 
contract with the State of California for the use and repayment by the State, on 
an interest-free installment basis, of Central Valley project power facilities to 
the extent and at the cost at which those facilities would have been associated 
with the San Luis unit if constructed and operated by the Federal Government 
as an extension of the Central Valley project. 

(e) The Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed to conduct joint 
studies with the State to establish specific details of the features to be constructed 
by the United States. 

(f) The Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed to negotiate a 
contract with the State to carry out and implement the intent of the act. 

(g) That upon approval by the Congress of the contract between the United 
States and the State of California, the construction of the unit be commenced 
and completed as expeditiously as possible. 

3. Consideration be given to the comments and views of the California State 
highway engineer, set forth in his letter dated March 5, 1956, and included in 
this report. 

4. Consideration be given to the comments and recommendations of the diree- 
tor of the State department of fish and game contained in his communication 
dated March 6, 1956, and included in this report, which comments are also sub- 
mitted in conformance with the provisions of Public Law 732, 79th Congress 
(60 Stat. 1080). 

5. Consideration be given to the comments and views of the department of 
natural resources, set forth in the letter from the director dated October 4, 1954, 
and included with this report. 

Submitted by: 

Harvey O. Banks, State Engineer. 

SACRAMENTO, Cauir., March 9, 1956. 

Mr. Encix. Under previous order of the committee, each member 
will be recognized for 4 minutes and will be permitted to yield their 
time. The Chair recognizes the’ gentleman from Montana for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, Governor Knight, and Mr. Banks, I 
was privileged to be a member of the group that you mentioned that 
observed the flood situation in California under the leadership of our 
distinguished chairman. We observed some of the needs of Cali- 
fornia for control of the water and the devastation that was caused by 
the onrushing, uncontrolled waters, and the loss of that water you 
so sorely need in summer. 
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I am glad to have you here to present another aspect of this case. 
I assure you all the cooperation I can give you in working out the 
badly needed development of water resources of California and all 
of our other Western States. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the rest of my time to the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Encue. The gentleman yields 3 minutes to Mr. Sisk. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Miter. I am glad to welcome the Governor of California and 
the State engineer before this committee. I have been a little con- 
cerned about the State’s position in the Feather River project. As 
I understand it, that is a rather large project costing a good deal more 
than the San Luis project. 

Governor Knigut. Yes. It is probably a billion and a half dollars, 
and the San Luis, as we have visualized it, is probably $230 million. 

Dr. Miter. The State has determined to go ahead and build that 
project without Federal assistance unless it would be for the non- 
reimbursable flood control items? 

Governor Knicut. Yes; I think we can safely say that we propose 
to build the Feather River project even though it fs a stupendous one, 
and we will build that out of State funds. 

Dr. Mriter. And does the building of the Feather River project 
and the San Luis project more or less depend one upon the other? 

Governor Knicur. No; I would not say that. Would you, Mr. 
Banks ? 

Mr. Banks. No. The San Luis project, as outlined on this map, 
could operate by itself. 

Dr. Mitier. It would operate by itself ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. However, the Feather River project cannot op- 
erate without storage at the same reservoir site. 

Dr. Mirier. The San Luis unit depends upon the pumping plant 
at Tracy? 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Minter. One of the men testified this morning about a 500- 
foot lift of water which would use maybe some 750 million kilowatts. 

Governor Knieurt. I cannot tell you about the power. I think it 
is about a 450-foot lift. I think he was a little high. 

Dr. Mitter. Who furnishes the power for lifting the water ? 

Mr. Banks. Of course, under the Bureau of Reclamation proposal 
the power for pumping the water for the San Luis unit would be 
furnished by the Central Valley project power facility. 

Dr. Mitier. Of course. the Feather River project, I suppose the 
water to the customers there would cost more than to those on the 
San Luis project because the San Luis project would be interest-free 
money. Is that right? 

Governor Knicur. We expect the Federal Government to supply 
us the money there on an interest-free basis. This is all subject to 
negotiation, but our plan involves the idea that it would be repaid 
over a period of 40 years, the first payment to start 1 year after every- 
thing has been completed. ; 

Dr. Mittrr. Mr. Chairman, it is an interesting project, and I hope 
that California and the Federal Government can find some way of 


utilizing the water for the benefit of the people there and for the 
country generally. 
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I think that is all the questions I have. If I have any time left, I 
would like to yield it to the gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Encte. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The Chair desires to call attention in the record to the presence 
and interest of our colleagues, Congressman Hagen, Congressman 
McDonough of Los Angeles, and Congressman Gubser. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Fresno, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to commend the Governor on coming back and making a ver y 
excellent statement, and also Mr. Banks, State engineer, for the very 
fine statement that he made. 

Mr. Banks, with reference to your statement, there was mention made 
as to the integration program so far as it tied into the Feather River 
plan. Also in the statement, I believe a little further down, you men- 
tioned an extension of the Central V alley project. I felt that this does 
have some important aspects in view of some questions that came up 
this morning as to actually whether or not we were proposing to con- 
struct this as one or the other or as a dual proposition. [I was wonder- 
ing if you would comment briefly on that. You would understand it 
to continue to be a part of the Central Valley project, a unit of it and 
extension of it, or to be solely a part of the Feather River project 
separate and apart from the Central Valley project? 

Mr. Banxs. For financial purposes, under the proposed plan of 
integration that we have here so far as the repayment is concerned, 
we would not propose that it be dependent upon the revenues from the 
remainder of the Central Valley project. Certainly in the integrated 
project we recommend that the use of the surplus capacity of the Delta 
Mendota Canal and the Tracy pumping plant be embodied as a part 
of the project. We can see no reason for leaving that canal idle 6 to 8 
months of the year, or largely idle a consider able portion of the time. 

We have not considered this as a part of the Central Valley project, 
Mr. Sisk, in our studies so far and in our statement for two reasons. 
One is that in the commissioner’s proposal his alternative recom- 
mendation did not include that as a part of the Central Valley project, 
but separately. 

Secondly, the State, under our recommended plan of integration, 
proposes a repayment contract between the State and the Federal 
Government rather than a utility-type contract. In other words, we 
propose and recommend that the Federal Government look to the State 
for repayment of the reimbursable costs of this unit over a 40-year 
period. 

If the State obtains a repayment-type contract, and if there are 
other compelling reasons for considering the San Luis unit, as far as 
the Federal Government is concerned, as part of the Central Valley 
project, I see no reason why we should object, but we are prim: arily 
concerned with having a repayment contract for this particular unit. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate your statement very much on that. As I 
understand you, if the Department of the Interior and the Federal 
Government felt it necessary that it be made actually a part of the 
Central Valley project, you would have no particular objection to 
that so long as the contract with the State was on terms that were 
agreeable and where it would fit in and integrate with the Feather 
River program as you propose / 

Mr. Banks. Yes: I think that is‘essentially-correct, Mr. Sisk. 
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Mr. Encore. The time of the gentleman has expired, and the Chair 
yields his 4 minutes to the gentleman. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Of course, as you know, one of the prime concerns of the people in 
the area is the cost of the water actually delivered to them. Certainly 
I feel that the type of contract negotiated and the setup of the project 
could have an important bearing upon the final cost to the user of the 
water. Isthat not true? 

Mr. Banks. We would propose, Mr. Sisk, to furnish water to the 
water users within the San Luis unit service area at just about the 
same cost. I think actually in the end we come to the same cost the 
Bureau proposes. I see no reason why they should be penalized under 
State operation. 

Mr. fom. I think that is very important, and I appreciate your an- 
swer on that. In view of the situation in agriculture it is imperative 
that the figure be kept somewhere within the bounds of what is rea- 
sonable to pay or it would become uneconomical. 

Mr. Banxs. May I point out, in the financial feasibility studies in 
the Feather River project for this general area, the west side of San 
Joaquin Valley, we use a price of $8 per acre-foot in the whole area 
for determining financial feasibility. I believe the Bureau price 
quoted in the report is $7.50 an acre-foot. I do not believe we would 
quarrel over half a dollar an acre-foot. 

Mr. Sisk. No; I do not believe that would create too much argument. 

Just quickly, on your suggested substitute for the bill which I in‘ro- 
duced here, I notice the reference a short way from the top of page 2, 
“In constructing the San Luis unit the secretary shall be governed by 
reclamation laws * * *” and you referred to the various acts, and so 
forth. 

I would understand that it would be your thinking, then, that in the 
construction of this project and in the integration of it along with the 
Feather River, acreage limitation and other reclamation laws would 
apply to waters delivered to the San Luis area. Is that correct? 

Mr. Banks. We see no reason to believe otherwise. We take no 
position on that, leaving that to the wisdom of Congress and making no 
recommendation. But in all of our thinking we have assumed that 
within the San Luis unit service area, as proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, reclamation laws would apply. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you feel—I will conclude with this one question, 
if I have the time. 

Mr. Enetx. The gentleman has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you feel the San Luis and its utilization under 
Federal construction as a part of the Central Valley project would 
materially affect the feasibility of the Feather River project if there 
was no provision for integration ? 

I assume your answer to that would be, definitely “Yes”; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; there would be such an effect, because, in the first 
place, I do not know whether we would get the storage capacity that 
we need for offstream storage. Secondly, we would have to build par- 
allel canals and all the rest; so it would be a large waste of money. 

Mr. Sisk. I am glad you brought that out a little while ago. It is 
the very grave need of utilizing what today would probably cost $100 
million or thereabouts to replace the Tracy pumping plant and the 
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Delta Mendota Canal, and integration would simply save the taxpayers 
of the State of C alifornia that $100 million that is now sitting idle. 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I thought that was a very good point. Going on a little 
further, certainly the danger to the Feather River project would be 
grave from a physical standpoint then if we did not have integration. 
You feel the physical aspects of the Feather would be destroyed 
probably ¢ 

Mr. Banxs. I would not go so far as to say they would be com- 
pletely destroyed, but at the moment I do not know where we would 
get the substitute ‘stor age that we must have. We must have offstream 
storage below the Delta, and at the moment I do not know where we 
would find it. 

Mr. Sisk. I agree with you completely on that. Just one further 
thought on that. Do you feel that the financial feasibility of the 
Feather River project would be hurt in any way by the program you 
propose here today and this proposed substitute bill of yours? Do 
you feel that represents any financial danger to the Feather River 
project ¢ 

Mr. Banks. No; quite the contrary. We feel under this proposed 
plan of integration that we recommend for your consideration there 
would be a very real financial advantage both to the State and to the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank these 
gentlemen very much. I appreciate very much your testimony. 

Mr. Banks. Weare very happy to be here. 

Dr. Murr. May I make a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Enetez. The gentleman from California has 1 minute remaining 
of the time yielded to him by the gentleman from Montana. The 
gentleman will state his parliamentary i inquiry. 

Dr. Mitier. I note that Mr. Banks has presented a substitute, some 
amendments to H. R. 10915. Will that be made a part of the record 
and will it be considered as a substitute? It seems to be quite different 
in some respects from the bills that were introduced. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Dr. Miuurr. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe that has already been made part of the record. 

Dr. Miniter. What bill are we going to consider, the one he is 
suggesting ¢ 

Mr. Enetr. The bill before the committee is the bill introduced by 
the gentleman from Fresno, Mr. Sisk, and the other bill before the 
committee is that introduced by Mr. Gubser. Of course, the State 
engineer proposed the amendments, which, of course, can be con- 
sidered by the committee at the appropriate time, as can all other 
amendments. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Long Beach. 

Mr. Hosmer. Governor, it is a real satisfaction for me to see you 
and the various officials of the State here because I think it will 
probably emphasize the fact that California does have a water problem 
and Californians are interested in solving it. 

I would like to know, from your testimony, from the recommenda- 
tions that were made to the Interi ior Department by Mr. Banks and 
his expression of the State’s views, and from the bill that Mr. Banks 
has proposed as a substitute, is it your recommendation that the project, 
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if enacted by Congress, be enacted as a part of the Feather River plan 
as opposed to being a part of the Central Valley project ? 

Governor Knicnr. Yes; we prefer the Feather River plan. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is the official position of you and the entire 
State administration ? 

Governor Knicur. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Banks, in that connection, as I read your recom- 
mendations to the Interior Department, I found that, for instance, 
the canal south that the State wants would be a higher level than that 
proposed by the Federal Government. Is that right? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Assuming that the bill that you presented were en- 
acted, would such an arrangement be a part of the contract between 
the Federal Government and the State ? 

Mr. Banxs. As we envision this matter, Mr. Hosmer, during the 
process of contract negotiations with the Secretary of the Interior 
matters such as the physical or engineering characteristics of these 
various structures, the dam and canals and pumping plants, would 
all be worked out with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Hosmer. What bothers me, you have language on page 2 of this 
proposed bill that the project works should conform to the Department 
of Interior’s report dated August 4, modified to the extent required for 
integration. Is that a part of it? Is the change of this canal to a 
higher level 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And the elimination of the Pleasant Valley pumping 
station essentially a part of it? 

Mr. Banks. We are not taking a firm position necessarily on the 
elimination of the Pleasant Valley Canal. I think that would be 
properly left for negotiation with the Secretary. But as far as- 

Mr. Hosmer. In the event of such negotiations, would you take a 
firm position with respect to those physical features which are neces- 
sarily a part of the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes; we would take the position that the project must 
be modified to the extent that it will fit in with the needs of the Feather 
River project. 

Mr. Hosmer. Which would include an after bay at San Luis? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. What about the pump situation down at Tracy? 
Would you use the existing pumps and supplement with State pumps, 
or what ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. When it became necessary through the growth 
of the water demand to have an additional canal and pump system 
from the Delta to San Luis, the State would build that. 

Mr. Hosmer. You envisage a duplicate canal rather than initial en- 
largement of the proposed canal ? 

Mr. Banks. Whatever worked out to be the cheaper, Mr. Hosmer. 
If the present Delta Mendota Canal could be enlarged and the Tracy 
pumping plant could be enlarged, if that is the cheaper and we 
could get an agreement with the Secretary of the Interior on that 
aspect of it, certainly we would want to do it that way. We want to 
do whichever is the cheapest, most efficient, most logical and eco- 
nomic. 
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Mr. Hosmer. In other words, it would be open to negotiations be- 
tween the State and the Federal Engineers on the engineering fea- 
tures ¢ 

Mr. Banks. On the engineering features, yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you recall a situation down at the All-American 
Canal which was to be turned over to the State or local operation 
upon its completion, and the Department down there delayed a sub- 
stantial number of years in putting on a glass doorknob or something ? 
The only language you have in this proposal here is the State would 
assume operation 1 and maintenance upon completion. 

Do you think that language might be more spelled out because of 
some of these experiences we have had in Federal-State noncoopera- 
tion, having them provided for in advance? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes; I believe that it might be well to give some 
thought to that matter. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, this is not a final draft but a presen- 
tation of an idea, namely, the making of this project a part of the 
Feather River project. Actually, it is a kind of a lease-purchase deal 
where you get the money and in 40 years get the title after you have 
paid back the money ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; essentially that is right. 

Mr. Hosmer. That brings up this interesting question: The Presi- 
dent’s Cabinet Committee on Water Policy this year or last year made 
a suggestion that where we had situations like this, where both Fed- 
eral and State Governments were looking over a site, why not, if the 
State wanted to go ahead, have the Federal Government put up what- 
ever money it would put up, say, for reimbursable irrigation fea- 
tures, put up the nonreimbursable flood control money, and let the 
State go ahead and do it. Just assuming somehow somebody would 
wave a wand and that would happen, is your Department qualified 
to do the engineering and construction ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; we are. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would you envisage any problems the State would 
have to handle that it could not handle? 

Mr. Banxs. No; I think we are fully qualified to handle it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would the 

Mr. Enate. Does the gentleman from Colorado wish to yield his 
time to the gentleman from California ¢ 

Mr. Cuenowetn. I will be glad to yield my time. Before I do 
that, I want to express my pleasure in having the distinguished 
Governor of California here, and the State engineer. You have pre- 
sented very fine statements and I think you have made a good case. 

I was in California last fall with members of the committee and 
saw first-hand your need for this project. 

We also have some water problems in Colorado so we are sympa- 
thetic with your needs. 

I yield to Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then it could be done on the basis outlined in the 
president’s Cabinet Water Policy Committee and serve the area at 
the same cost and with the same facility ; is that right ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. It could be done that way if the Congress in its 
wisdom decides to go in that direction. 
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Mr. Hosmer. It would be equally as effective and advantageous 
as the plan that you recommend to buy this thing in 40 annual install- 
ments ? 

Mr. Banxs. In the long run, I believe you are quite correct, Mr. 
Hosmer. Possibly for an immediate short-term view there might be 
some advantage to bringing both the skill and the manpower ‘avail- 
able in the Bureau of Reclamation to bear on the problem as well as 
the State manpower, but in the long run, over the period of years, 
certainly the p wtnership concept as expressed by the President’s 
Water Policy Committee would be quite advantageous to the State 
of California and quite acceptable to the State, I am sure, if Congress 
should adopt that policy 

Mr. Hosmer. You do, however, see disadvantages in making this 
project a part of the Central Valley project. Otherwise you would 
not have made your recommendations that it be made a part of the 
Feather River project. Is that right? 

Mr. Banxs. The disadvantage ‘to the State, Mr. Hosmer, of mak- 
ing this project a part of the Central Valley project would occur 
if thereby the State were to operate or be forced to operate under 
a utility type or 9 (e) contract rather than a repayment contract. 

Mr. Hosmer. aa they could decide to use the additional capacity 
for the Avenal Gap unit and cut out the use of it for the southern part 
of the State altogether, could they not? 

Governor Knicut. Not without a lot of protest on our part. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is why I want to get as much possible coopera- 
tion as we can at the present time when we write this legislation. 

Governor Knieur. It is our full intention to bring the Feather 
River water, as I have said, not only to the west side of the San 
Joaquin valley, but to bring it into southern California as far as San 
Diego and to the dry counties of Santa Barbara and Ventura. There 
is enough water which will be stored in the Oroville Dam to do that. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to just make certain that your views 
are the same as Mr. Banks’ in connection with this proposed bill that 
the State has presented. It is an outline and any necessary language 
and changes and tightening up, and so forth, could be made w ithout 
any violation of your ideas? 

Governor Knicur. It does not violate my ideas at all. 

Mr. Encrr. The time of the gentleman has expired, and all time 
has expired except the minute remaining to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I would just like to take that minute, Mr. Chairman, to 
again thank the Governor and Mr. Banks for coming before the com- 
mittee and for their very excellent statements, and certainly to indi- 

cate again my concern as well as theirs, I am sure, in working out to 
the mutual advant age of all of us the problems that we are confronted 
with with reference to supplying water not only to San Joaquin Valley 
but to all parts of California that are in need of water. Thank you. 

Mr. Enete. Thank you very much, Governor. Thank you, Mr. 
Banks. 

Governor, we appreciate your presence and testimony here, which 
has been very informative and helpful to this committee. I am sorry 
that we suffered a dearth of membership this afternoon. 

Governor Knieut. There isa great similarity between your commit- 
tees and ours. 
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Mr. Enewe. Off the record. 

(There was discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Enere. With reference to the request by Mr. Hosmer with re- 
spect to the State report, the Chair would call attention to the fact 
that when the departmental report comes up it will fully print and set 
forth the report made by the State; therefore, the matter in the open- 
ing part of this report will be a part of the permanent record of the 

sroceedings on this legislation inasmuch as they will be incorporated 
in the department report. 

Mr. Hosmer. I just did not want it to get lost back in the files. 

Mr. Enete. It will not be lost. The order indicated by the Chair 
previously will stand, namely, that the conclusions and recommenda- 
tions will appear in the record following the testimony of Mr. Banks, 
and the remainder of the report will be made a part of the file, it being 
understood when the Department report comes up all of the material 
will be available to the committee in printed form. 

Under previous order of the committee, Mr. Gubser and his witnesses 
have 20 minutes in which to present their case. We are sorry to limit 
you so, Mr. Gubser. We would like to retain some of that time for 
such questions as the committee might desire to ask. We do want to 
keep a fair balance between proponents and opponents. In order to 
do that, we have to follow a rather strict time schedule. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Guprser. Mr. Chairman, in appearing before you to urge your 
approval of the San Luis unit and the Santa Clara-San Benito-Ala- 
meda unit of the Central Valley project, I am speaking as the repre- 
sentative of a district where water and water problems constitute the 
greatest single challenge to the maintenance and further development 
of our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly concerned, as all Congressmen are, 
with my own district. My district is situated on the coast of Cali- 
fornia, the Central Coast area. It is completely blocked off from the 
principal water sources in California by the Coast Range. My, district 
extends to within 2 miles of the proposed San Luis Reservoir site and 
the farmland extends to within 8 miles of it. 

During the course of my testimony, I will show the nature of this 
problem, created by the geography of the area, its economy, and its 
continuing development. I wall further show how the local people, 
in recognition of the problem, have taken vigorous action to help 
themselves by organizing conservation districts, by investing large 
local resources in water conservation works, and by making avail- 
able for use—to the maximum of their ability—every drop of water 
which might otherwise go to waste. 

I propose to show how all these efforts, beneficial though they have 
been and are, fail to supply sufficient water to arrest recession of our 
water table and to supply the economy of the area and its people with 
adequate water resources. The conclusion, obviously, must be that 
water importation from areas with surplus supply is a vital necessity 
for my district. Integration of Santa Clara and San Benito Counties 
in the Central Valley project and construction of the San Luis project 
is one of the most important steps toward solution of our problem. 
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Santa Clara County, the largest population and economic unit in 
my district, and neighboring San Benito County, which is the largest 
geographically, are both hemmed in by mountains on both sides. 
From the south shore of San Francisco Bay, the Santa Clara Valley 
stretches southeast between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Mount 
Hamilton Range. Contiguous San Benito County is flanked by the 
Diablo and Gabilan Ranges. Thus, both are cut off from California’s 
great Central Valley, the Sierra Nevada Mountains, and the principal 
sources of water. 

Historically, both these counties‘have been predominantly agricul- 
tural. Santa Clara County, with some 124,000 acres in agricultural 
production, still ranks 20th in the Nation, with more than $100 million 
worth produced in 1955. Prunes are by far the largest single cro 
accounting for about one-fifth of the total dollar value, and an 
ing Santa “Clara C ounty the prune center of the world. Almost two- 
thirds of the agricultural acreage of the county is planted in fruit 
and nut crops, with vegetables the next greatest commodity. 

Table 1 shows a breakdown of crops and acreage. 

San Benito County, covering some 893,400 acres, has more than 
88 percent of its total area in farms. Of this, 663,000 acres are in 
pasture, 73,800 acres in harvested cropland, and more than 30,500 
acres of cropland in pasture. The 1955 agricultural production was 
valued at $16,914,073, of which fruit and nut crops accounted for 
$6,122,342, row crops, including sugar beets, $5,096,062, livestock and 
poultry $4,636,388, and field crops $1,059 ,281. Total assessed valua- 
tion in the county was $36,806,895 for the 1955-56 fiscal year 

During the past decade these areas have experienced an era of 
fantastic and unprecedented growth and development. Industriali- 
zation, which began in volume during the war years, has become a 
tidal wave since the war. Currently, new industry is settling in Santa 
Clara County’s plentiful sites daily, and with it come people who work 
in industry, business, professions, and trades. Santa Clara County 
population was 175,000 in 1940, and grew to 290,000 during the war 
and immediate postwar years. It was 370,000 in 1954, and 407,000 in 
1955. Thecurrent estimate is 465,000. 

The area which I represent is conceded now to be the fastest growing 
area in the State of California. I think that, despite the present 
population distribution in the State, water conservation should be 
on the basis of Sor for the future and possible future population 
trends. That is the reason I point out that this district is the fastest 
growing area in the State of California. As one example, the city of 
Milpitas, when I was elected to Congress less than 4 years ago had 
a population of 750. Today it has in excess of 10,000. 

Naturally, these people produce assets. The progressing industrial- 
ization has brought with it a steady increase in assessed valuation. 
Where valuation of property was a little over $159 million in 1940, 
it had risen to nearly $350 million by 1950, and to $632,921,820 during 
the current fiscal year. 

Table 2 shows the population and assessed valuation. 

It follows, then, that the need for water is constantly increasing 
in this area. Yet, the available resources become more inadequate 
from year to year. The westerly mountain ranges cut down on the 
annual rainfall. Irrigation is necessary for our crops. Water tables 
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are constantly dropping, and the influx of industry and population 
means a sharp increase in both industrial and domestic use of water. 

In the Hollister Basin of San Benito County, the ground water 
level, measured from 1924 to date, shows a mean drop of 48 feet, 
with the bulk of the acreage showing a drop of from 40 to 60 feet. 
An additional problem consists in the presence in toxic concentration 
of boron in the underground water supply. Possibly 6,000 acres in 
the eastern portion of the Hollister Valley are involved in this prob- 
lem. This is an area which was once used for highly specialized 
crops, and which is now practically out of cultivation. Because of 
the lowering water table, the wells in this area penetrated strata where 
the concentration of boron is sufficiently high to be toxic to most 
plants. The only solution to this problem is the introduction of water 
of good quality for irrigation purposes. 

Ground table recession is even greater in Santa Clara County. 

Table 3 shows the water table at the end of the irrigation season 
during the past 45 years. 


LOCAL ACTION 


I would like to also point out that the people of my district are 
not coming here to ask you for assistance without having first ex- 
pended every possible local effort toward the solution of their prob- 
lem. As you know, I have submitted a bill which is practically iden- 
tical with that of Representative Sisk but which would authorize 
construction of the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit as a part 
of the Central Valley project, subject to the filing of a feasibility re- 
port and also subject to the State not exercising its “option”—and I 
use quotation marks around that—within a period of 5 years. 

The people of this district have not been idle in the face of this 
acute water problem. With energy and foresight, they have used every 
means at their disposal to help themselves by conserving to the very 
best of their ability every drop of water that otherwise might have 
gone to waste. They have done this by forming water conservation 
districts, and by constructing, with their own resources, water con- 
servation works. They have built dams to impound water in reser- 
voirs during the short months of winter rainfall. They have built 
canals to transport water from storage areas to deficiency areas. They 
have done everything possible to percolate as much water as possible 
into the ground strata to replenish local wells. As will be shown, all 
these efforts, and the implementation of now pending supplementary 
sroposals, have kept the area going as an agricultural and industrial 
sda sector. The fact remains, however, that even the maximum local 
effort falls short of the water need. There just is not enough water in 
the district to meet the ever-increasing demand. 

Five major organizations are the instruments of local action for 
water conservation and distribution. Four are water conservation 
districts. The fifth is an all-encompassing tricounty authority, con- 
stituting a legal agency which can deal with other agencies, including 
State and Federal Governments, in questions relating to water. The 
4 districts are the Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation District, 
hereinafter referred to as the Northern District; and the Southern 
Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation District, hereinafter referred 
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to as the Pacheco District; and the San Benito County Water Con- 
servation District, hereinafter referred to as the San Benito District. 
The tricounty agency is the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda Water 
Authority. 


THE NORTHERN DISTRICT 


The story of the Northern District goes back as far as 1913 when a 
group of local citizens commissioned hydraulic engineers to prepare 
a report on the water resources of the valley. Interrupted by World 
War I, the report finally was completed in 1921. It pointed out that 
only about 38 percent of the winter’s precipitation was percolated into 
the underground gravels, and that 62 percent was lost. In 1929, the 
district was organized after a successful election with the aim of 
saving that 62 percent. 

During the years since its inception, the Northern District has in- 
vested more than $10 million to salvage waste waters. In the initial 
phase, dams were constructed on Almaden, Calero, Coyote, Guadalupe, 
and Stevens Creeks, and the Vasona Dam on Los Gatos Creek. tae 
built were diversion dams, spreading dams and canals to distribute 
the water to the best percolation areas in the valley. Later, the dis- 
trict built Leroy Anderson Dam and Lexington Dam. Viewed from 
the air, one cannot help but notice that the conservation works of this 
district are, for the size of the area involved, more complex than the 
great Central Valley project. 

Table 4 shows the location and capacities of these works. 

While the total capacity for storage now is 144,010 acre-feet, the 
maximum that can be percolated into the ground in one season cur- 
rently is 90,000 acre-feet, and the annual draft now is some 125,000 
acre-feet and has run as high as more than 140,000 acre-feet. The 
pumping cost runs about $10 per acre-foot, and the district tax rate is 
81 cents per $100 of assessed valuation. 

Table 5 shows the rate of water pumped by the northern district. 

In view of the continuing water deficit, the district is currently 
contemplating an $11 million improvement program which would 
add a storage capacity of 13,400 acre-feet and would considerably 
improve the existing percolating and distributing facilities. These 
projected dams would be built on the Penitencia, Guadalupe, Silver 
and Dry, Calabazas, and Permanente Creeks. Details of these plans 
are contained in the attached pamphlet entitled “1956 Waste Water 
Salvage Project.” 

THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 


The southern district, which comprises some 35,000 acres, has £ 
major works. One is Chesbro Dam, on Llagas Creek; the other is a 
dam on Uvas Creek, now under construction. 

Chesbro Dam holds 7,500 acre-feet, including 3,500 acre-feet for 
flood control. The $3,500,000 Uvas Dam project will feed a 50 second- 
foot pipeline which will dump water from the Uvas into Llagas Creek. 

The overdraft of water in the southern district was 4,000 acre-feet 
in 1940. This has doubled since then, and is expected to redouble 
ultimately. Pumping costs in the district run from $8 to $10 per 
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acre-foot. The tax rate is $3.80 per $100 of assessed valuation. Think 
of paying a $3.80 tax rate ‘for water conservation. Cert: uinly, such a 
burden entitled our taxpayers to the claim that they have tried to 
help themselves before crying for assistance. 

Table 6 shows the southern district installations. 


THE PACHECO DISTRICT 


The Pacheco district operates a 6,159 acre-foot reservoir, which cost 
some $321,000. Assessed valuation of the 5,000 acres in this district 
is $608,000, and the district assessment tax rate is $2 per $100 of 
assessed valuation. There is an existing overdraft of 7,000 acre-feet 
per year in this area, but to obtain optimum crop yield and an ade- 
quate supplw for municipal and the growing industrial uses it will 
be necessary to add another 10,000 acre-feet. The local requirement 
for additional water, then, is some 17,000 acre-feet. 


THE SAN BENITO DISTRICT 


The San Benito district is a newly formed district in northern San 
Benito County. The area , ennenaaeare 40,000 irrigated acres, having 
an assessed valuation of $30 million. The district operates a 3,500 
acre-foot reservoir at Paici ines, on the San Benito River, for percola- 
tion purposes in the Hollister Basin. Activities also include flood 
control, and construction of an 18,000 acre-foot dam on the San Benito 
River at Hernandez, 60 miles southeast of Hollister, is under consider- 
ation at this time. 

TRICOUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 


The Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda Water Authority was created 
because the several water conservations districts of these 3 counties 
recognized common problems and common needs. Individually, they 
knew that even maximum effort could not permanently solve the water 
problem. Collectively, they thought that together they would be bet- 
ter able to negotiate w ith State and Federal Governments toward the 
necessary end of water import: ition. ¢ onsequently, a citizens’ com- 
mittee was formed early in 1955 to plan organization of a tricounty 
water authority. Under the able chairmanship of my predecessor in 
office, the Honorable Jack Z. Anderson, this committee grew into a 
full-fledged organization which was legally constituted by act of the 
Legislature of the State of California last year. 


FEDERAL ACTION 


Two other pertinent factors must be mentioned here. Both repre- 
sent action taken as a result of the need for water importation. Both 
have their roots in the Engle-Miller-Anderson bill which was passed 
and enacted into law in 1949 by the 81st Congress. One was the 
preparation, by the Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of the 
Interior, of a reconnaissance report of the Hollister area. The other 
is a full- fledged feasibility report of the integration of the Santa 
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Clara-San Benito-Alameda area into the Central Valley project of 
California. Funds for this report are included in the budget sub- 
mitted to the Congress by the Department of the Interior for the 
coming fiscal year. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1951 I was the sponsor in the assembly of the 
California Legislature of S. B. 1054, the measure which authorized the 
Feather River project and which became Chapter 1441, Statutes of 
1951. When this bill reached the assembly it was considered to be a 
dead duck. Being interested in securing some water and seeing the 
State finally exercise its responsibility and construct some water con- 
servation projects, I picked it up, inserted some amendments into it, 
and successfully, over the opposition of many of the forces which 
today are favoring State construction as opposed to Federal con- 
struction, steered the thing through and finally got the Feather River 
project authorized. So I definitely want to see the Feather River 
project completed. 

In spite of this, I favor the authorization of Federal construction 
of the San Luis project and the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit 
of the Central Valley project unless the State of California, in imple- 
mentation of its plans, proceeds with construction within 5 years. 

I can say to you that, with the local effort we have expended, with 
the tremendous scope of the water problem in the State of California, 
it is my opinion that the State can exercise every resource at its com- 
mand, the local agencies can exercise every resource at their command, 
and the Federal Government will still be needed to come in and solve 
the water problem of the State of California. 


CONCLUSION 


I have shown the urgent and growing water needs of my district. 
I have shown how the people have taken every possible action to help 
themselves and to develop their own local water resources while con- 
serving every bit of waste water that can be saved. I have shown how 
even this action is insufficient to meet the need, and that, in logical 
conclusion, importation of outside water is imperative. I have further 
shown how the people of three counties, in recognition of their common 
needs, have banded together and formed an organization under State 
law which is able to speak authoritatively for all concerned, making it 
possible for the State and Federal Governments to deal with just 
one agency. 

On the basis of this information, I respectfully urge you to incor- 
porate in the bill, H. R. 10915, introduced by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Sisk, those provisions of my bill, H. R. 10952, which re- 
late to the construction of the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit 
of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Encie. We will have the staff check the illustrations that ap- 
pear with your statement for the purposes of determining their ap- 
propriateness for reproduction in the printed record. In the event it 
is possible to do that, they will be included. However, we sometimes 
have difficulty with that. 
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(a) Agricultural acreage (1954) : 


SAN LUIS 


TABLE No. 1.- 


Fruits and nuts 


I  encunnscannaedinon 
Rp ag ll ln tala nent 


Forage 


hay 


Barley 


Sugar 


beets __ 


Wheat —- 
Alfalfa —- 
Oats — 


1850 
1900 
1940 


Total acreage 


TABLE N 


UNIT, 


CENTRAL 


VALLEY 


PROJECT, 


CALIFORNIA 


93 


Agricultural production of Santa Clara County, Calif. 


O. 4 


{eres 
_ 80, 884 
18, 736 | 
7, 000 ! 
6, 750 | 
4, 600 | 
4, 500 

600 | 

DOW | 

400 


| (b) 


123, 970 


Population of Santa Clara County, Calif. 


7, OOO | 1953 
_ 60,000 | 1954 
175, 000 | 1955 


Major crops (1955): 
Prunes, apricots 
Livestock 
Strawberries 
Vegetables 
Poultry. 
Nursery 
tlowers__ 
Qherries 
Pears 
Walnuts — 


stocks, 


Total 
1955 


production, 


$26, 910, 000 
17, 148, 695 
13, 017, 558 

9, T90, 014 
8S, 641, 955 

7, 879, OO1 

D, 754, SOO 

>, 162, 840 

2, TO8, 622 


917, 102 


355, OOO 
370, OOO 
_ 405, 000 


456, 000 
_._. 465, 000 


1950 
1951 


1902 


305, 000 | 1956 (Jan. 1) 
_ 320, 000 | 1956 (May 1 estimate) —_ 
__ 340, 000 | 


ASSESSED VALUATION, SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF. 


casi adl hen a cde 
OO) citi : ‘. * ae 
1950 a atal LPO OS “3 


1955-56___- eee ose aa a anes keg aera daca ; ieee . 


. $159, 127, 190 
205, 059, 945 
_._ 349, 502, 885 
623, 921, 820 


TABLE No. 5.—Water pumped by Northern District, Canta Clark County, Calif. 


Acre-feet 

130, 000 

141, 000 

139, COO 

128, 000 

127, 000 

120, 000 

5 sls d 117, 000 

1: ———— ey - 132, 000 
19D: 120, 000 
195 125, 000 


Acre 
69, 
S4, 
SO, 
76, 
99, 

100, 
9S, 


feet 
O00 | 
OOD 
000 
OOO 
000 | 
ODO | 
O00 | 
OOO | 
000 | 
O00 | 
OOO 


1934 
1935 
1936 
1837 
1938 
19389 
1940 
1941 108, 
142 eer cies icchecn eee 
1945 ee incase . aR, 
eee 12%, 





Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman, I have some letters and expressions of 
opinion from some of my constituents which I would ask permission to 
insert in the record. 

Mr. Eneie. Without objection, the letter of April 26, 1956, from 
the Pacheco Pass Water District, the letter of April 27, 1956, from the 
San Benito County Chamber of Commerce, a letter from the Santa 
Clara County Water and Power Users Association, May 8, 1956, and 
a statement in support of Federal construction of the San Luis project, 
California, and related works, of May 7, 1956, by the California Farm 
Research and Legislative Committee, will all be made a part of the 
record. 
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(The documeits referred to follow :) 


PACHECO PAss WATER DISTRICT, 
Hollister, Calif., April 26, 1956. 
Senator THomMAsS H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Building, 
Congressman CHARLES S. GUBSER, 
House Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Board of Directors, Pacheco Pass Water District, endorses 
and urgently requests approval of the San Luis Reservoir project. This local 
area is critically in need of water and conservation of surplus water by means 
of the San Luis project will surely enhance the possibilities of importation of 
water to the central coast area of which we are a part. 

All local supplies have been exhausted, therefore, importation is imperative 
with the underground water table definitely receding. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
PACHECO Pass WATER DISTRICT, 
By L. G. Barrett, Secretary. 


SAN Benito COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Hollister, Calif., April 27, 1956. 
CHARLES S. GUBSER, 
House Building, 
THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The local San Benito County Chamber of Commerce wishes to 
go on record as endorsing the San Luis Reservoir bill and urging its passage. 

Our number one project here is water conservation by reason of the yearly 
depletion locally of the underground water supply through pumping, this being 
our only method of an irrigation source. 

Lack of sufficient rainfall along with increased needs is causing a serious 
water shortage. Inasmuch as our eXisting economy requires that the supply 
be not diminished, but rather increased, importation of water is necessary—and 
soon. 

As importation of water from the Central Valley cannot be expected unless 
its needs are taken care of, it is of concern to us that the San Luis project of 
storing surplus waters for general use be immediately programed. 

L. S. Bisno, Secretary-Manager. 


[Western Union night letter] 
May 8, 1956, 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: The board of directors of the Water and Power 
Users Association of Santa Clara County urge your support of Congressman 
Charles Gubser’s bill, H. R. 10952. Our Tri-county Water Authority, Alameda, 
Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties, is in favor of a Federal San Luis Reser- 
voir with a Bureau of Reclamation feasibility survey for importing some of that 
San Luis water into the Tri-counties. Copies to Congressman Charles Gubser 
and Congressman B. F. Sisk, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

ALDEN B. CAMPEN, 
Secretary, Water and Power Users Association. 
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STAEMENT OF CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE IN 
SUPPORT OF FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN Luis PrRoJEcT, CALIFORNIA, 
AND RELATED WorKS, May 7, 1956 


Hon. Clair Engle, chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
and members of the committee, the following statement urging congressional 
authorization of a Federal San Luis project, California, is presented on behalf 
of our committee through the courtesy of Representative Charles S. Gubser, 
Member of Congress, 10th District, author of H. R. 10952, which provides for 
the San Luis Reservoir, the San Luis west side canal, the Avenal Gap Reservoir, 
and a Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit, all to be constructed and main- 
tained as additions to the Trinity River and the Central Valley projects. 

We likewise support H. R. 10915 (Sisk), and such other measures introduced 
by other members of the California House delegation insofar as they would 
accomplish the same purposes in conformity with reclamation law. 

The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee is on record for a 
federally constructed San Luis project fully integrated with all existing and 
to-be-authorized phases of the Central Valley and Trinity River projects and to 
be operated in accordance with the public power and acreage provisions of 
reclamation law. 

We urge the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, now consider- 
ing measures for authorization of the San Luis project, to recommend passage 
in the current session of the 84th Congress. 

On June 2, 1955, Clyde E. Spencer, director, region 2, United States Bureau of 
Reclamation, officially recommended Federal construction of the San Luis and 
its integration with the Central Valley and Trinity projects and our committee 
favored bills introduced in the 1st session of the 84th Congress for a Trinity 
San Luis project. 

Because of certain disagreements as to integration of San Luis with possible 
State water-development plans, we accepted the decision of Congress and Sena- 
tors and Representatives who had introduced the Trinity-San Luis bills, to 
authorize the Trinity project and to defer action on San Luis until 1956. 

We have been assured that failure of Congress to act on the San Luis portion 
of the Trinity-San Luis bill when Trinity was authorized last July would not 
in any way prejudice the status of San Luis legislation as presently proposed. 

We are therefore restating our position regarding the urgency and feasibility 
of a Federal San Luis project. 

We speak for members of our committee operating their own family farms in 
every agricultural area of California and in practically every type of farming. 

We speak, as well, for church, labor, civic, and community organizations who 
are affiliated with us and support our reclamation policies. 

Therefore, in asking that you authorize the San Luis project without further 
delay we have taken into consideration the overall benefits which will accrue 
to the State as a whole as well as to farmers in the areas to be specifically served 
by the additional supplies of water which will be impounded in the San Luis 
Reservoir and transported to the west side of Merced, Fresno, and Kings 
Counties. 

In a statement compiled last year by the California State Department of 
Agriculture in support of a Trinity-San Luis project, attention was called to the 
“alarming drop in ground water supplies” in the San Joaquin Valley “as a result 
of heavy pumping,” and the “serious economic curtailment of farming activity” 
which would result from failure to conserve and utilize presently wasted sup- 
plies of Trinity River water. 

Water for the reservoir will come from the San Joaquin-Sacramento delta. 
Private and publicly owned reservoirs in the northern part of the State cannot 
control the normal winter runoff from most of the streams. Thus, large surplus 
flows of waste waters pass through the delta and empty into the Pacific Ocean 
each winter. 

These waters pass the Tracy pumping plant when its huge pumps are idle 
because farmers don’t irrigate in rainy seasons. 

The San Luis project would use this idle equipment to pump some of this 
surplus water into its storage reservoir. 

Some 500,000 acres would be irrigated with water impounded in San Luis. 
Speaking of the caliber of this land, the State Department said: 

“These lands are predominantly excellent in quality, suitable for a wide 
variety of crops, and much of the service area has been developed to irrigation 
through the expenditure of large sums of private capital; however, the locally 
available ground water and surface supplies are inadequate for the area. 
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“Under conditions of full development with project water available, it is 
anticipated that 75 percent of these lands will be used for production of high 
value truck, field, and forage crops such as melons, vegetables, and alfalfa, des- 
tined both for cash sale and for consumption by dairy stock supplying milk to 
the San Francisco Bay area and other urban markets.” 

We may add that a large proportion of replacement stock for the dairy herds 
of southern California comes from the San Joaquin Valley and the population of 
southern California will be vitally affected beneficially or adversely dependent 
on whether the San Joaquin Valley receives adequate water supplies for farm 
production or loses its productivity because such aid is denied. 

Gross annual farm income in Kings, Merced, and Fresno counties totals 
close to half a billion dollars. While only a portion of this wealth would be 
directly saved as a result of supplementary water from San Luis, indirect bene- 
fits would actually be valley-wide because the new supply will decrease the 
present serious overdraft of underground water. 

The annual withdrawal of water from existing wells in the San Luis service 
area, which includes the San Luis Water District (Merced County), the Panoche 
Water District (Merced and Fresno Counties) and the Westlands Water Dis- 
trict (I’resno County) amounts to more than 1 million acre-feet a year. Annual 
drop in water table averages 25 feet. 

The San Luis Reservoir would initially impound 1 million acre-feet of presently 
wasted winter surplus, and release the water during irrigation season through 
the proposed San Luis Canal system extending south from the Pacheco Pass 
through Fresno County and into Kings. 

Further southward transportation to a proposed Avenal Gap Reservoir is a 
possibility. 

Diversion into Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties is also Sought 
by the Tri-County Water Authority of this area which was empowered by the 
State legislature to contract for imported water to meet serious overdraft on 
present supplies because of increased population and more intensive agricul- 
tural uses. 

Our committee favors these wider beneficial developments of the San Luis 
project. 

We approve a foresighted increase in ultimate San Luis Reservoir capacity 
so that provision may be made to store additional water from the Feather River 
project regardless of whether this project is constructed by the State or Federal 
government. 

Integration of all water and power supplies are imperative if California is to 
meet the responsibilities of its rapidly mounting municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural needs. 

We are aware of the requirements of these three economic conerstones of 
Southern California development. 

We feel, however, that there are ample, untapped sources of water in the 
area of the Eel, Upper Trinity, and Lower Klamath which could be transported 
by coastal route to Southern California without impairing the economy of the 
bay area and the Central Valleys which have no source of supply other than 
Feather, Trinity, San Luis and the already constructed backbone Delta-Mendota 
Canal. 

The needs of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley are immediate as are the 
needs of the pressing populations of Alameda and Santa Clara counties and the 
water-thirsty farmlands of San Benito County with no reservoir sites and no 
local supply to conserve. 

The San Luis project, proven feasible by engineering standards of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation and with a 2.5 to 1 benefit ratio, can deliver water to the 
immediate service area at $7.50 an acre-foot. 

This is possible because the project is merely an extension of already financed 
and constructed features of the Central Valley project such as the Tracy 
pumping plant and the Delta-Mendota Canal, in which $75 million has been 
invested. 

The additional Federal investment of some $200 million in reservoir and 
pumping plant to lift canal water into the reservoir would be fully repaid 
through contracts with water districts over a 40-year period. 

Agricultural wealth, conserved and expanded through project water, will add 
additional millions to municipal, county, State and Federal government in 
taxes, auxiliary businesses, employment and economic stability. 

The San Luis project can be completed within 5 or 6 years if financed and 
constructed by the Federal Government. Trinity is already underway. San 
Luis is the next logical and imperative step. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF OFFICERS 


The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee is a nonpartisan, 
nonprofit association of working farmers, farm cooperatives, and supporting 
labor, church, community service, and business groups dedicated to our programs 
and policies. 

The committee was organized at the beginning of 1941. It was an active par- 
ticipant in the California water conference called by Governor Earl Warren 
December 6 and 7, 1945. 

The committee was instrumental in convening the Central Valleys project con- 
ference which predated that of the Governor, bringing together some 200 repre- 
sentatives of farm, labor, church, civic, irrigation and reclamation groups, and 
State legislators in San Francisco, September 8, 1945. 

This conference of which State Grange Master George Sehlmeyer was chair- 
man and our executive secretary, Mrs. Grace McDonald, was secretary, was the 
forerunner to the present California Water and Power Users Association. 

Mrs. McDonald was a member of the California State Board of Agriculture 
in 1943 and 1944 and in 1944 served on the advisory committee on Central Valley 
project studies under Mr. Marion Clawson, then with the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics and later National Director, United States Bureau of Land 


Management. 
Committee Chairman Joe C. Lewis, Buttonwillow cotton, alfalfa, and cattle 


farmer is a former member of the California Assembly. 

Vice Chairman Erwin K. Finney, Modesto dairyman and operator of an 800- 
acre rice and row crop ranch north of Sacramento, a former member of the 
board of supervisors of Stanislaus County, has been engineer and superintendent 
of the Modesto Irrigation District. 

Other officers are active in local irrigation and utility districts, in granges, 
farm centers and producer and consumer cooperatives. 

Matters of policy, such as support for a Federal San Luis project, are sub- 
mitted to officers and members before adoption. 

No officer of the committee receives any remuneration for his or her services. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Gubser, do you desire to have included in the record 
the Report to the Honorable Board of Directors of the Santa Clara 
Valley Water Conservation District on 1956 Waste Water Salvage 
Project”? 

Mr. Gupser. I do not believe that is necessary. 

Mr. Eneir. Without objection, the item referred to will be made 
a part of the file. 

(The report will be found in the committee files.) 

Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, would you care to have questions of 
me now or to hear from my other witnesses ? 

Mr. Eneue. I suspect the orderly way is to hear the presentation 
of all the witnesses and then ask the questions. If that is agreeable 
to the committee, that is the way we will proceed. 

Mr. Gusser. At this time, with the chairman’s permission, I would 
like to call on Mr. Albert Henley for a brief statement. Mr. Henley 
is the attorney representing the Tri- County Water Authority, which 
encompasses most of Santa Clara, San Benito and Alameda Counties. 

Mr. Ener. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Henley. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT T. HENLEY, ATTORNEY AT LAW, REPRE- 
SENTING THE TRI-COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hentey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Albert T. Henley. I live in Santa Clara County, Calif. 

I would like to say at ‘this time that 1 very greatly appreciate the 
opportunity of making a brief presentation on the subject of the 
San Luis legislation. I appear before you to urge favorable con- 
sideration of H. R. 10952, at the request of a political subdivision 
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of the State of California known as the Santa Clara-San Benito- 
Alameda Water Authority, which is commonly known as the Tri- 
County Water Authority. The authority has been in existence since 
January 18, 1956. It is quite new, and was created specifically to 
represent this area in looking for water. 

This area faces a critical condition of falling water table, and con- 
stant danger of that will be nothing new to the committee. 

The committee may have been agreeably surprised, however, by 
Congressman Gubser’s testimony that we have been attempting to do 
something for ourselves along that line before coming here and asking 
for assistance. 

The Chair will be familiar with the story of the Red Queen in Alice 
in Wonderland who had to run as fast as she could in order to stay 
in the same place. We have been exerting our greatest efforts and 
have found that we are slipping behind. 

The efforts that we have exerted have been outlined by Mr. Gubser. 
I will not repeat them. 

In order to save the time of the committee, I will mention simply 
one thought which I want very much to leave with the committee, 
and that is that the need of our area for an outside water source has 
been specifically recognized in the Congress prior to this time. The 
chairman will remember that personally, because during considera- 
tion of the Miller-Engle-Anderson Act, which is now Public Law No. 
356 of the 8lst Congress, there was language in the committee hear- 
ings on both sides recognizing that interest. 

For example, the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
in Report No. 606 stated as follows: 

The committee also finds that there is an immediate and critical need for water 
in Santa Clara, San Benito, and southern Alameda Counties, Calif. The com- 
mittee believes that the relation of the Central Valley project to the water 
supply situation in Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito 
Counties should be clarified as rapidly as possible, and that the water needs and 
potentialities of those counties be determined in the immediate future. 

The Chair will also remember that same law, Public Law 356, recog- 
nizes our interest in Central Valley project water by specifically 
calling for a feasibility study of conduit or conduits to bring up 
water to Santa Clara Valley. 

I thank the Chair for this opportunity of testifying. 

Mr. Enoie. Thank you very much. 

Mr. GuBser. The next witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Ed Hanna, 
who is vice chairman and member of the board of directors of the 
San Benito County Water Conservation District. He also is the engi- 
neer for San Benito County and is also representing the Pacheco Pass 
Water Conservation District. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD R. HANNA, VICE CHAIRMAN, SAN 
BENITO COUNTY WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Hanna. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative Gubser’s district and the area which I represent is 
only 8 miles from the proposed San Luis Reservoir site. We are 
water deficient in the same manner that the San Jose area is. There 
is no new land in our area in the old Tri-County Authority. There 
is no new farmland to go under cultivation. 
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This water we are asking for would be used to maintain existing 
production. That land has been in production, some of it, as long 
as 160 years, the bulk of it over 100 years. 

At the present time, in my own area we have 6,000 acres of land 
in which the wells have gone dry. It is land that 8 years ago was 
selling for $2,’00 an acre and is today being dry- -farmed, with assessed 

valuation of ‘$70 and less per acre. That raises hob with the local 
school districts when your valuation toboggans in that manner. 

I would like to point out, too, that we have never grown surplus 
crops in our area. We ship $120 million worth of farm products to 
market every year, and not a bit of it is surplus, and we do not intend 
to grow any sur plus products with this water. 

The State engineer has given us an estimate for bringing water 
out of Italian Sluice, which is located somewhere near the Tracy 
er station. Without a subsidy or some kind of qeeenien, the 

est price he has been able to quote us delivered at our district is $22 
an acre-foot. That water is not fit to drink when we get it, and we 
have to deliver it to the land at a cost of another $10 or $12 an acre- 
foot, bringing the cost of that water, delivered to the farmer, between 
$32 and $35 an acre-foot. And we cannot afford it. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Eneie. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gupser. My last witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Michael Anto- 
nacci, who is director of planning for the city of San Jose. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL ANTONACCI, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING, 
CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIF. 


Mr. Anronacct. Mr. Chairman and members of the commiteee, 
it is a privilege to be here, and I am here as the city planner for 
the city of San Jose and representing the city of San Jose in support 
of Mr. Gubser’s representation of the San Luis unit. 

As a city planner, I must always think in terms of people and must 
emphasize the potential needs of people of the area, not generations 
into the future, but within the next generation. E verything we do 
and plan must be done with the ultimate goal of serving people. In 
serving people, we must always keep in mind the elements of area, 
population potential, and time. 

From the standpoint of area, we have space within which to grow. 
The immediate metropolitan area around the city of San Jose alone, 
which is only a portion of that of the entire district, has an area of 
270 square miles. This represents an area six times the area of the 
city of San Francisco. If we develop as we are developing, even 
with a low density of one-third that of the density of population of 
the city of San Francisco, we will very soon have 114 million people 
within this small area 

Consequently, the population potential of the northern California 
areas is not only tremendous but will definitely change the balance 
throughout the State of California. Many of the 40 million people 
which Governor Knight envisions will be in northern California and 
will be in northern California very soon. 

With respect to the element of time, we must emphasize that which 
our Governor has also said, to quote, “Time is short.’ 
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With growth in our areas by migration several times, 314 to 4, and 
in some cases more than that, many times the growth ‘by natural 
sources, we must provide for the needs of our people today rather than 
wait until tomorrow. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneue. Thank you, Mr. Antonacci, for a very splendid state- 
ment and appropriately brief. 

We have a few minutes for questions. The gentleman from Mon- 
tana. 

Mr. Mercatr. No questions. I will yield to Mr. Sisk whatever time 
I may have. 

Mr. Ener. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I would just like 
to state to my good friend from across the hill from me that he made 
a very excellent and very effective statement. I have had an oppor- 
tunity to fly over his area quite recently, and I can verify as to the 
great amount of development and work that has been done by those 
gece on their own. I think it speaks well for them, and certainly 

appreciate the statements of the other gentlemen he brought along 
with him. 

Mr. EncGuie. The gentleman from Long Beach. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Gubser » physically you would be taking the water 
out of the back end of the San Luis’ Reservoir or pumping it up 
from—— 

Mr. Gupser. Coming out of the San Luis Reservoir. 

Mr. Hosmer. From a tunnel you would build ¢ 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. It would be a tunnel which would probably 
empty into the Pacheco Dam or another dam, could be fed around to 
Leroy Anderson and Lexington Dam through a conduit into the north- 
ern part of Santa Clara County. 

r. Enertx. Did anybody bring a map of the area of the proposed 
Feather River project ¢ 

Mr. Scuuuz. Not of size, Mr. Engle. If the committee has a copy 
of views and recommendations on San Luis, there is a map at the 
back of that report that I think you could lay out before you. 

Mr. Gusser. I might say to my colleague that the Hollister recon- 
naissance project report has been filed by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
which gives complete details as to the manner in which water could 
be brought over the so-called Pacheco Pass. 

Mr. Hosmer. At the present time, whatever water rights might ex- 
ist for the area which you are concerned with are under filing by the 
State of California, are they not, and not the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Gupssrr. However, all of the water districts involved do have 
filings upon Delta water. 

Mr. Hosmer. In what amount / 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Henley could answer that better than I. 

Mr. Henuey. That is true, Mr. Hosmer. The Santa Clara Valley 
Water Conservation District had about 100,000 acre-feet of water from 
Italian sluice and other filings on the American River. 

Mr. Hosmer. Has your group appeared at Sacramento in trying to 
a ays the State plan, too ? 

Mr. Guprser. No; this group has not appeared in Sacramento to ask 
for immediate implementation of the State plan. However, I am 
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sure this group would favor integration of the San Luis unit into the 
State plan. 

Mr. Hosmer. | kind of visualize your unit as something separate 
and apart which kind of got hooked onto this San Luis bill. It could 
stand on its own, could it not 4 

Mr. Gupser. The proposed Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda proj- 
ect has been the subject of discussion before Congress for a great many 
vears. In fact, there is $91,000 in the budget this year calling for a 
feasibility survey to determine whether or not it is feasible to inte- 
grate Santa Clara and San Benito Counties into the Central Valley 
project. The Hollister reconnaissance study is already completed, and 
a recommendation feasibility has been made. 

Mr. Hosmer. So it stands on its own. It does not necessarily tie in 
with this? 

Mr. Gupser. I beg pardon. 

Mr. Hosmer. It stands on its own without necessarily being tied to 
San Luis? 

Mr. Gupser. If it is to be a part of the Central Valley project, it 
would have to be hooked to San Luis. 

Mr. Enewr. It isa matter of getting hold of the water? 

Mr. Gusser. That is mght. 

Mr. Ener. They are bac king the water up against the ridge right 
behind you, and you say, “Let's bore a hole in the: ridge and bring some 
of it through.” Is not that it? 

Mr. Gusser. That is right, exactly right. We are not faced with the 
situation of worrying—well, we worry about providing water for the 
future, naturally, but what we are most concerned with right now is 
preserving the investments in orchards and other agric ultural plant- 
ing, which we are losing because of this recession in our water table. 
The prune trees and the t apricot trees are going out not only to subdivi- 
sions but are going out to higher elevation because of the fact there is 
no water for them. Under present-day farming practices, it is neces- 
sary, with costs as they are, to produce volume. You cannot produce 
volume by dry farming of fruit. It must be done with irrigation. As 
a result, we are having to take these orchards out, because they cannot 
pay without water. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, you are living beyond your means 
waterwise just as much as the rest of the State. Is that right? 

Mr. Gusser. Yes. I should say we are not living beyond ¢ our means 
because I think the phrasing of it in that manner implies there is waste 
and I can assure you that we are very conserving of our water, as evi- 
denced by the fact that we have taxed ourselves in my district, for 
example, $3.80 on $100 valuation. 

Mr. Hosmer. Your growth and development has created an over- 
use in relation to natural supply ¢ 

Mr. Gupser. Yes; and change in type of farming. For example, 
Santa Clara Valley has now become one of the strawberry centers of 
the world, and strawberries are one of the heaviest consumers of water 
of most any agricultural product I know. They require 5 to 6 acre- 
feet per year per acre. 

Mr. Hosmer. How about garlic? 

Mr. Gupser. Garlic does not use too much. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is all. Thank you. 
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Mr. Ene ie. Is it correct to Say that your bill would provide for 
inclusion of this additional unit, but provides also that when the 
study is made it has to be reported to and specifically authorized by 
Congress ¢ 

Mr. Gupser. That is right. 

Mr. Encie. What you are doing is getting your foot through the 
door, but you still have to come back for additional authorization. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman, we are so desperate for water that Lam 
going to get my foot in now, and if I can get my head in later, Tam 
going to. 

Mr. Ener. The camel’s nose procedure. It is a good way to start 
legislation, 1 notice, around here. 

The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. I want to compliment my colleague and his group 
for a very fine statement. 

As I get the situation, you want all that Mr. Sisk wants and a little 
bit more. 

Mr. Gupser. That is right. I want some for me. 

Mr. Crenoweru. What would be the cost of the project that you are 
recommending 

Mr. Gupser. That would have to be determined by the feasibility 
report, and that feasibility report would have to be accepted. 

Mr. Cienowetu. You are not in this report now at all / 

Mr. Gupsrer. No. 

Mr. Cuznowetrnu. Do you have a bill intreduced authorizing the 
San Luis project and also your project / 

Mr. Gusser. That is right. 

Mr. Curnoweru. All in one bill ¢ 

Mr. Gusser. That is right. 

Mr. Enaie. If the gentleman will yield. What it does, it says it is 
authorized subject to the filing of a report to Congress and the ap- 
proval by Congress of that report. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield / 

Mr. Cuenowernu. | yield. 

Mr. Sisk. I just might say to my friend from Colorado, of course. 
the proposal of my friend from California, Mr. Gubser, simply au- 
thorizes the studies and recognition of this project in this bill. 

I might say here, for the benefit of the committee, that I wholly 
agree with the proposal by the gentleman from California, Mr. 
Gubser. I think it is an excellent proposal, and if and when this 
bill comes up for further consideration I shall support the amendment 
or addition to it. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Could not that study be made without being in- 
cluded in this legislation? The study could be made by the Bureau 
of Reclamation on its own authority. 

Mr. Sisk. I might say to the gentleman, of course, this proposal 
by the gentleman, Mr. Gubser, is contingent upon the construction 
of San Luis. 

Mr. Cuenowernu. I see. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, it is necessary to have the San Luis 
project or to have the water there or in a similar place very close 
Ly where the water could be carried over the hill. In other words. 
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without San Luis, then his project would become infeasible because 
there would be no place to get the water. 

Mr. Gussrer. I might say to the gentleman from Colorado—I men- 
tioned it earlier, but I would like to mention it again—my district 
extends to within 2 miles of the San Luis Reservoir site. The farm- 
land comes to within 8 miles of it. It is practically there. 

Mr. Curenowernu. In other words, if this project is built, you want 
to share the benefits ? 

Mr. Gusser. That is right. 

Mr, Cuenowetu. Is there plenty of water there for all of you? 

Mr. Gueser. That will depend upon your feasibility report. I am 
sure there would be. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. You do not know how much water you would take 
in your project / 

Mr. Gusser. Our present overdraft is about 40,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. In other words, you need about 40,000 acre-feet 
a year? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. But you have no feasibility report on your project 
and nothing has been done toward perfecting the project ? 

Mr. Gupser. There is money in the budget this year. If it goes 
all the way through, the Bureau of Ree lamation will get right at it. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Which budget ? 

Mr. Gupsrr. The budget being prepared for fiscal 1957. 

Mr. Cuenowernu. The Federal budget ? 

Mr. Gusser. Yes; the sum of $92,000. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. For what? 

Mr. Gupser. Feasibility survey of integrating Santa Clara-San 
Benito-Alameda project into Central Valley project. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Why are you seeking this survey in this legisla- 
tion if you have other arrangements for the same ? 

Mr. Gupser. As long as “this legislation is being considered, and 
since it appears that this is a logical source of water since it is so 
close, we like to say that San Luis would bring water 100 miles closer 
and 200 feet higher to Santa Clara Valley, which it would do. As 
long as it is going through and it is logical we be served from there, 
I would like it to be authorized subject to this feasibility report. 

Mr. CnenowetH. I commend my colleague for his diligence i in this 
matter and on being alert to promote his project by appearing here 
today. 

Mr. Enere. If the gentleman will look at page 3, line 20, of Mr. 
Gubser’s bill, he will observe that Mr. Gubser is getting a legislative 
hold on San Luis’ coattail. 

Mr. Curnowernu. He is a very ingenious person. 

Mr. Eneur. If San Luis goes through, he can hang onto it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Curenowetn. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. How much water would you be taking annually? 

Mr. Gupser. I cannot answer that at this point. We are grateful 
for whatever we get. Mr. Hanna can answer that. 

Mr. Hosmer. You might be taking more than you have the capacity 
for there. We do not know. 

Mr. Hanna. The first 2 or 3 vears of the project probably 21,000 
acre-feet and up to 40,000. The State engineer tells us that ultimately 
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Wwe are going to require 240,000 acre-feet of water from some outside 
source. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then you will have to squabble with other people 
who want water as to whether you are going to get it or somebody 
else. Is that right? 

Mr. Hanna. We can try to get a bigger bucket. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Curenowetrn. I have one more question. I used to associate 
Santa Clara with prunes. Do you still raise prunes out there ? 

Mr. Gusser. The very best. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I thought you mentioned strawberries a moment 
ago. 

Mr. Gusser. We raise the best strawberries, t \o. 

Mr. CuenowetH. That is almost too much glory for one place. 

Mr. Hosmer. Find out what he raises that is not the best. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Whatever the situation may be, I am sure you are 
doing a great job. 

Mr. Eneatr. The time of the gentleman has expired, and all time 
has expired. 

Mr. Gubser, we appreciate your testimony and that of your associ- 
ates, 

Mr. Gupser. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Enave. Off the record. 

( Diseussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Enete. The Chair has not charged the last few minutes of time 
to the proponents. The Santa Clara people zre only supporting the 
San Luis as a vehicle to get to Santa Clara; so the proponents of San 
Luis ought not to be « charged with the time. 

We are down now to the point where we start to hear the opponents 
of the San Luis project. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, before starting that, I have a statement 
from Congressman John E. Moss, our colleague from Sacramento, 
in support “of the San Luis project, a telegram ‘from the Madera Irri- 
gation District on the east side of the \ ‘alley, and an assorted number 
of letters from individuals and groups, which I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have made a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object. Will 
there be opportunity at a later time for a similar unanimous-consent 
request from other members affecting various materials they have? 

Mr. Eneie. Any member can ask unanimous consent. Sometimes 
he does not get it. He can ask it. 

Mr. Hosmer. I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. Ener. Let the Chair say this: It is the practice of the com- 
mittee to let letters and other communications be introduced pro- 
vided they are not accumulative and similar in character. When that 
occurs the procedure the committee has followed has been to list the 
names of those who generally support the project or oppose it, and 
then refer the other matter to the file. 

In this instance, these letters appear to be separate letters, indi- 
vidually written, and of the nature that would be appropriately repro- 
duced in the record. There are no long repetitious resolutions. When 
those are received there are usually 1 or 2 printed and then the bal- 
unce incorporated by reference and the names included in the record. 
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If there is no objection, we will follow that procedure in this in- 
stance and the letters offered by the gentleman will be made a part of 
the record. When the gentleman from Long Beach or any of his asso- 
ciates offer similar material it will be similarly treated under the 
same principle. 

(The documents referred to follow, except Congressman Moss’ 
statement which appears earlier in the record :) 


MADERA, CALIF., 
May 10, 1956. 
B. F. Sisk, Congressman, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. Sisk: The Madera irrigaton district hereby reaffrms its position in 
favor of immediate Federal construction of the San Luis project. We heartily 
endorse your stand. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, MADERA IRRIGATION DISTRICT. 


FRESNO 4, CALIF., January 25, 1956 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Sisk: I am writing to urge you to do all you can to have 
the present Congress authorize the San Luis project's construction as soon as 
possible. Whenever the dam on the Trinity River is completed, there will 
be water available, and we should be ready to get that water to our California 
lands at that time. 

At the rate the water table is lowering from year to year, it will not be 
long before we cannot afford to raise the water we need. Loss of the use of 
this land would not only bankrupt many farmers, but would seriously affect 
the tax structure and economy of the entire Valley. 

I know you have consistently supported the San Luis project, and only want 
to remind you how important it is that the San Luis project be authorized by 
this present session of Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
S. F. Terry. 


Ciry oF MENDoTA, 
Mendota, Calif., March 6, 1956. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
Congressman, 12th District, 
228 Blackstone Avenue, Fresno, Calif. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Sisk: We wish to take this opportunity to express our 
appreciation for your interest and foresight in urging that the San Luis project 
legislation be passed during the present session of Congress. 

In the Mendota area of the west side we now have 37 ranches that are under 
1,000 acres in size, 9 ranches 1,000 to 5,000 acres in size, 2 ranches 5,000 to 10,000 
acres in size and 5 ranches over 10,000 acres. 

The bringing of the cheaper water into this district by the means of the 
San Luis project would change the complete face of the west side. In this area 
there are 204,800 acres of irrigable land of which 139,800 acres are irrigated 
by the means of deep wells, and 65,000 acres summer followed each year, on a 
rotation program. There are some 6,400 acres of dry farmed land in the area 
and there are 9,120 acres of marginal land that is idle and another 30,000 acres 
of excellent land that will be developed pending the completion of the San Luis 
project. There is a tremendous future for this area in the next 10 to 15 
years. With the San Luis project, which we hope will be built in the next 
few years, all of the acreage which is now farmed by larger operators will 
be sold off in a smaller 160 acres and 320 acres and perhaps smaller farms. 
This means a potential increase of an many as 1,000 new farm families. 

If the San Luis project does not become a reality instead of a dream in the 
next few years many of the lands irrigated at the present will be abandoned 
and returned to the sagebrush, coyote, and prairie dogs instead of being one 
of the most fertile and productive farming areas in the nations. The water 
level in this area is receding at an alarming rate. Due to the excessive cost 
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of drilling deep water wells very few wells are being put down and if a well 
goes bad at the present time it is not being replaced due to this excessive cost. 

During the past few vears progress on the west side of Fresno County has 
been steadfast but without a cheaper system of water, which could be furnished 
by the San Luis project, the sweat, toil, and round-the-clock efforts by all will 
have been in vain. 

Your continued efforts to see that the San Luis project will be acted upon 
during the present session of Congress received a vote of thanks by all of 
us on the west side. With the development of the San Luis project our apprecia- 
tion will be expressed in the growth of this valley to be known as one of the 
richest farming areas in the world. 

Very truly yours, 
U. Rowe, Mayor, City of Mendota. 


Los BANos, CALIF., March 4, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sirk: Please do your damndest to get us a permanent supply of irrigation 
water for the San Luis Water District. 
Sincerely, 
RavcpH L. MILLIKEN. 


SoutH Dos Patos, Cauir., March 5, 1956. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeEaR Str: Of course, you know all about our San Luis project, here in the 
San Joaquin Valley, and no doubt you are for it. But since the need is so 
urgent, and delay so dangerous, I am hoping that you will see fit to support 
legislation now, to secure project authorization during the present session of 
Congress. 

Regardless of results, I thank you for your efforts. 

Yours respectfully, 
GEO. CHRISTIAN, 
Retired P. M. 


FRESNO, CALIF., March 7, 1956. 

Hon. B. F. SIsk, 

Representative in Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
My Drar CONGRESSMAN: I urge you to favorably consider putting your legisla 
tive efforts behind the San Luis project now under consideration. 
Respectfully, 

Dr. E. W. LAIsnkt, Optometrist. 


HAser Bros., 
Fresno 4, Calif., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. bB. F. Sisk, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DrAR Mr. Sisk: I feel certain that you are following with great interest the 
problems that beset the water users in connection with their attempts to utilize 
some of the wasting water of the State of California. Out of all the claims 
and counterclaims of those who indicate that they represent the State of Cali- 
fornia we find emerging a clear-cut picture that southern California intends 
to control and dictate to the rest of the State how, when and where the surplus 
waters of California are to be used. Under its constitution, the waters of Cali- 
tornia belong to the people of the State and their right to transport these surplus 
waters to their area for beneficial use has long been established. 

We landowners on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley have been working 
for many years to secure a surface water supply through the extension of the 
Central Valley project which was constructed by the United States Bureau of 
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Reclamation. To that end capacity was built into the Delta Cross Channel, the 
‘Tracy pumps, and the Delta-Mendota Canal to serve the 500,000 acres of land 
known as the proposed San Luis unit. This area, since World War II, has been 
producing a gross revenue of approximately $50,000,000 annually. These are 
not new lands. They have been in production for many years and have the same 
right to continue in production and the same right to protect their multimillion 
dollar investments in land, equipment and improvements as does any other high- 
class agricultural area in the United States. 

All of the area is presently supplied from wells and these wells now cost from 
$50,000 to $70,000 apiece. A short time ago we had a substantial power rate 
increase. In general over the area we are pumping at an average depth of 
450 feet. In some of the deeper pumping areas where pumping ranges up to 
a depth of 650 feet, some of the finest agricultural land in California has been 
forced out of production due to the increased cost of irrigation water from these 
deep wells. 

Many arguments are advanced pro and con as to what constitutes agricultural 
surpluses and what is the cause of such surpluses, but the fact remains that 
this Nation is perhaps the only one in the world where people can go to bed at 
night with a full stomach. A recent statement by a top economist appeared in 
the Los Angeles Times stating that by 1980 the world has the unpleasant alterna- 
tive of birth control or starvation. Certainly this is not a picture which justifies 
abandonment of some of the finest agricultural land in the west. In the last 
10 years the State of California has lost 500,000 acres of agricultural land 
through municipal and industrial expansion and the construction and expansion 
of roads and airports. 

As a citizen of this State and as a taxpayer in this Valley I would like to 
enlist your aid at both the State and Federal level to secure immediate authoriza- 
tion of the San Luis project for Federal construction. I would like to further 
enlist your aid to see that funds are made availabie as rapidly as possible so 
that none of this agricultural land need return to the desert. 

Sincerely yours, 
P. B. Haber. 





FresNo 4, Cauir., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: Please do all you can to obtain authorization during 
this session of Congress to begin the San Luis project. The west side needs 
this wasted water so badly, and flood control in the State would be greatly aided 
by the immediate development of the San Luis project. 

Probably the amount of the entire cost Would have been saved if the project 
had been built before this year’s disastrous floods occurred. 

Sincerely, 
IrMA D. JENNER, 
Mrs. Ernest Jenner. 


FRESNO, CALIF., February 10, 1956. 
Hon. B. F, Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Sisk: For many years I have watched my wells on the west side 
of the San Joaquin Valley drop to a point where I now find it difficult to farm 
at a profit. I have watched the developments of the San Luis project in the 
newspapers and was very disappointed that it did not go through with the 
Trimty project during the last session of Congress. 

We cannot wait on the west side until the State of California makes up its 
mind to build the Feather River project. We must have water now. I there- 
fore ask, as a landowner on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, that you 
do everything in your power to push the San Luis project through this Con- 
gress so that we people on the west side can again farm with confidence and 
a little profit. 

Sincerely, 
Pott Y. PARREA. 
EUGENE Y. PARREA. 
Joe Y. PARREA. 
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IRVINGTON, CALIF., January 31, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. SrsK. 
Drar Sra: We are ranch owners in the San Joaquin Valley where the San 
Luis project would greatly help our land as we have no water on this land. 
Any help you can give this project would be so greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 
V. A. CORMACK. 


MENboTA, CALIF., January 23, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I would appreciate any effort that you would put forth 
iu Congress for obtaining the San Luis project. I feel that water is very neces- 
sary for the upkeep of my land and that of my friends. 

Piease do everything you possibly can within your power. 

Sincerely, 
JUAN PALACIOs. 


JOSEPH MOUREN & SONS, 
Huron, Calif., January 31, 1956. 


DrEAR CONGRESSMAN Sisk: I am writing to ask your support for the San Luis 
reclamation project which would supply water to 500,000 acres of fertile land in 
western Fresno, Merced, and Kings Counties. This water is absolutely necessary. 
The land is now irrigated by pumping underground water, but the water table is 
dropping at the rate of 25 feet per year. Pumping costs are becoming pro- 
hibitive. The project would supply us with river water which would otherwise 
run into the ocean. 

I understand that the State’s proposed Feather River project cannot be built 
for many years yet and when it is built it can be joined satisfactorily with the 
San Luis project. 

San Luis must be rushed to save the farmers in this area. 

Yours respectfully, 
JOSEPH MOUREN. 


CLovis, CALir., January 26, 1956. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: For a number of years the landowners on the west side 
of the San Joaquin Valley, of which I am one, have been endeavoring to secure 
a surface water supply for their lands. Wells are both costly and inefficient, but 
even more serious than that is the fact that the supply is failing. I am certain 
that you are aware that the lands are presently going out of production because 
the cost of water has reached a point where it cannot no longer sustain agri- 
culture on the basis of the present economy. 

Even more serious than the cost will be the failure in a few short years of a 
water supply sufficient to keep these 500,000 acres in production. This is some of 
the finest agricultural land in the United States and the economic loss to this 
country and to the State of California would be extremely serious. I feel cer- 
tain that the tax returns to the United States Government on the $50,000,000 
gross revenues each year would substantially repay the Government's investment 
in this project. 

The west side landowners have long intended to become a part of the Central 
Valley project and provision was made in the facilities already constructed on 
the west side of the valley to permit that extension of these lands. I feel that 
this project is in line with a sound reclamation program and I would like to 
enlist your support in order that we may have this project authorized during the 
current session of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
FLORENCE FREF. 
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FRESNO, CALir., January 24, 1950. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
Congressional Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
CONGRESSMAN Sisk: I urge you to support legislation for the authorization 
of the San Luis project. 
I own a small amount of land in the San Luis unit service area, but my primary 
concern is as a citizen of California. 
Best regards, 
CHESTER R, ANDREWS. 





STRATHMORE, CALIF., January 24, 1956. 
Mr. B. F. Sisk. 
DEAR Sir: It’s our duty to do all we can to develop all the water to irrigate 
the west side of this valley. The San Luis project is the most feasible. 
Youth must have a future. 
Population is doubling, and there won’t be any surplus in less than 30 years 
even if we develop all water in the United States of America. 
Almost enough lost in flood damage to build the San Luis project. Keep 
youth on the job to build all dams and have buying power and prosperity. 
Price support has no principle, also the Fair Trade Act. 
The farmer is losing out fast. 
Yours truly, 
CHARLES R. MARKE. 


LEMOORE, CALIF., January 238, 1956. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SIsK: I sincerely urge upon you to act boldly in your plan 
to secure authorization for the San Luis project. 

I have been living and farming on the west side for 15 years and know that 
if supplement water will be necessary if we are to continue much longer. I am 
putting my confidence in you to do what you feel is best for all concerned. 

Respectfully yours, 
RUSSELL BARLow. 


SELMA, CALIF., January 23, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Stk: Since have an interest in land west of Fresno am very much con- 
cerned about the water situation in that district. 

Am sure you from this State are doing all you can about the San Luis proj- 
ect. It will simply save this valley from going back to a desert. We do hope 
you can get legislation now, to authorize this project. Since time means so 
much. 

Just remember the natives of this State are behind you, and praying for your 
success. 

Thanking you. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. Maup T. Boyer. 

P. S.—Excuse mistakes. Am an amateur at typing. 

Mrs. Maup T. Boyer. 


I ivE PoInts, CALIF., January 18, 1956. 
Hon. B. F. S1sK, 
Congressman from California. 


Your Honor: We would like to impress to you the importance of the San 
Luis project and urge your strong support for legislation on this project during 
the present session of Congress. 

As you have no doubt learned from your previous trips to the west side that 
there are thousands of acres fast becoming uneconomical to farm on account 
of the supply of water. Our water table has been going down for the past 
several years and unless something is done about it real soon this land will turn 
back to desert. 

This area represents a large portion of the wealth and farming activity of the 
San Joaquin Valley and it would be a great blow to the State of California 
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to lose this farming land. I am sure most of the farmers and business people 
in the area are very strongly for the San Luis project. 
May we request your strong support for legislation on this project in the next 
session of Congress. 
Yours truly, 
JacK Harris, INC. 
JACK Harris, President. 


FRANK C. DIENER RANCH, 
Five Points, Calif., January 25, 1956. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SIskK: We are landowners and farmers on the dry side of 
the San Joaquin where we are begging for water that is wasting into the ocean. 

The rainfall this season has been normal, which is approximately one-third of 
the amount of rain, received by the city of Fresno in a normal season. 

We are irrigating our barley land and preirrigating our cotton land with water 
pumped from our deep wells (1,800 feet deep) at the present time when most 
everyone in California has more water than they can take care of. 

We would like to point that irrigating on this west side is not a seasonal farm 
activity but a year-round operation. As an example of the pumping of the wells, 
our pumping plant No. 4 had a 97.4 percent load factor which means that the 
Pump operated 8538S hours, and pumped 2,132.8 acre-feet of water, during the 
12-month period. 

We urgently request your support of legislation at this session of Congress 
for the authorization and integration of this San Luis project with the Central 
Valley project of California as a Federal development. 

We appreciate your good work and wish to thank you for your splendid 
efforts on behalf of the San Luis Reservoir and Canal. 

Respectfully yours, 
FRANK C. DIENER. 


FRESNO COUNTY AND Crty CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Fresno, Calif., June 24, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

LEAR CONGRESSMAN Sisk: Fresno County, Calif., produces $317 million in agri- 
cultural products annually, most of which crops are not in surplus and nearly 
all require irrigation. The basic economy of the county depends on this income, 
and it supports 85 percent of our 313,200 population. 

At this time in this county we pump in excess of 1 million acre-feet more than 
is applied to the surface from all sources. As a consequence pumping levels are 
dropping alarmingly in the whole county. In the deep well area they have about 
reached the economic limit and in addition the quality of the water is dete- 
riorating to such an extent that some wells will have to be abandoned unless we 
get some relief. 

The only thing we know of that will bring help in time to avoid utter disaster is 
the Trinity San Luis project. We, therefore, earnestly appeal that everything 
possible be done to authorize the project before the adjournment of the present 
Congress. 

Respectfully, 
MAYNARD MUNGER, 
President. 


Mr. Ener. The Chair is reluctant to proceed to hear the opponents 
with such a dearth of members at the present time, but the Chair was 
informed that some witnesses appearing here did desire to present 
their testimony today in order that they would be able to return to 
California this weekend. Are there any of those present at this time? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Eneve. The Chair would like to say that Monday has been re- 
served for the opponents, and there is a possibility of a hearing Mon- 
day afternoon but that is not firm. If there is any member of the oppo- 
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sition who desires to appear at this time, we will be glad to hear his 
testimony. 

The Chair has been handed the following list of those who desire to 
appear in opposition : 

fon. Norris Poulson, mayor of Los Angeles ; 

Ray Leonard, president, Feather River Project Association ; 

George Kerrigan, San Diego city councilman ; 

Allen Bottorff, Kern C ounty Farm Bureau; 

H. W. Kelly, assemblyman, Kern County ; 

Mr. C. C. Cooper, Mr. Carl V. Porter, and Mr. Harold K. Levering, 
representing the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

If there are others, perhaps Mr. Hosmer could advise the Chair on 
that. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is all I know of offhand, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. If any of the parties mentioned desire to testify now 

‘ather than Monday morning, we would be glad to hear them. The 
Chair would suppose we could get through the major portion of these 
on Monday morning. 

Mr. Hosmer. I hope we could get some time Monday afternoon if 
need be. 

Mr. Eneie. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Ener. Unless there is someone who would desire particularly 
to be heard at this time, the Chair is going to adjourn the meeting 
until Monday morning at 10. The committee will stand adjourned 
until 10 on Monday morning, at which time the first witness will be the 
mayor of Los Angeles, and the second witness will be Ray Leonard, 
president of the Feather River Project Association. 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10.a.m., Monday, May 14, 1956.) 
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MONDAY, MAY 14, 1956 


Howusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a. m., in the 
committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be 
in session for the further consideration of H. R. 10915 and H. R. 10952. 

Today we shall listen to testimony by those witnesses appearing in 
opposition to the legislation which 1s now before the committee. 

The first witness this morning is a former colleague of ours, former 
member of the main committee and former chairman of the subcom- 
mittee which is in session here this morning. It is always pleasant to 
have former colleagues come and make their appearance before our 
committee. We are pleased this morning to have our former colleague, 
the Honorable Norris Poulson, present mayor of the city of Los 
Angeles, a Member of Congress for many years from that area, appear- 
ing here as a witness. 

{t gives the chairman of the committee an additional pleasure to 
welcome our colleague because for several years he was the chairman’s 
former partner in a foursome of canasta. Some of the most pleasant 
experiences I have had in Congress were in that relationship. He is 
affectionately known as Norrie. We are glad to have you here, Mr. 
Mayor, and glad to listen to you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NORRIS POULSON, MAYOR OF LOS ANGELES, 
CALIF. ; ACCOMPANIED BY GILMORE TILLMAN, CITY ATTORNEY’S 
OFFICE 


Mr. Poutson. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to 
ask Mr. Tillman, of the city attorney’s office on water problems, to sit 
here beside me. I think, however, I am fairly well versed in this 
problem. 

Mr. Asprnau. We are glad to have him here Wh you. 

Mr. Poutson. Having served on that side, I know that it is cus- 
tomary to have a little assistance. I thought especially it would be a 
little interesting today because I see some of my friends back here from 
the Department who said they were up here for the sole purpose of 
seeing this guy on the hot seat. 

115 
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Mr. Aspinaty. Now, Mr. Mayor, you know that this committee very 
seldom furnishes any witness a “hot seat, and I have enough confidence 
in you to know that you will keep the seat cool. 

Mr. Poutson. First of all, Mr.,Chairman, this is the first time that 
I have appeared before the committee as a witness, and it is indeed 
a great privilege and pleasure to come here and to see these gentlemen 
whom I served with and know that I can come back here and meet 
with these men on a friendly basis although, as we know, when I was 
in Congress we had differences of opinion, but those opinions never 
alter our friendship. 

I have a prepared statement, and before I read that prepared state- 
ment L would like to introduce some members of the city council and 
submit a resolution adopted by the city council; likewise introduce 
some members of the State legislature from southern California, and 
introduce a statement from one of the members who is a member of the 
Joint Interim Committee on State Water Problems. I might state 
that three of the members are over at the Senate committee at this 
time, but these members have all been here in attendance either at the 
Senate or the House during the time of the hearings. 

First of all, from the city of Los Angeles, Councilman Ernest Debs. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Will the gentlemen, if they are present, stand ? 

Mr. Pounson. Yes. 

Councilman Charles Navarro. 

Councilman Everett Burkhalter. 

I would like to submit for the record this resolution and have it 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. Asprnaui. Unless there is an objection, the resolution the mayor 
calls to our attention will be made a part of the record immediately fol- 
lowing the presentation of the mayor. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Poutson. This resolution, of course, will support the position 
which I am going to take. 

Likewise, from the State legislature, Assemblyman Lester Mc- 
Millan, Assemblyman Carley Porter, and Assemblyman Pat Kelly. 
I believe Assemblyman McGee is over at the Senate at this time and 
Assemblyman Levering likewise. 

Also I would like to submit for the record the statement made and 
signed by Mr. Porter, who is a member of this committee on State 
water problems. 

Mr. Aspinaui. Unless there is an objection, the statement by As- 
semblyman Carley V. Porter will be made a part of the record follow- 
ing the resolution to which reference has just been made. 

Hearing no objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Pountson. Also, while we are submitting these various docu- 
ments I would like to also submit for the record the assembly con- 
current resolution No. 26, passed by the State legislature, relative 
to the dam and reservoir site acquisition by the State of California. 

Mr. Asprnatn. Unless there is an objection, it will be made a part 
of the record following the statement of Assemblyman Porter. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Pounson. I would also like to submit for the record an edi- 
torial in the Los Angeles Times of Sunday, May 6, entitled “For State 
Control of San Luis Dam.” 
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Mr. Aspinatu. We have an order as part of our procedure that we do 
not accept such matter as part of the record. We will receive the edi- 
torial as a part of the file. 

Mr. Povutson. That is perfectly O. K. 

(The editorial will be found in the committee file.) 

Mr. Poutson. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, | will ask if 
someone would just pass these copies around to the members, and at- 
tached to this editorial is also the resolution passed by the State 
legislature. 

“As some of you undoubtedly realize, water is California’s number 
one problem. The need for additional supplies of water is true not 
only in southern California. Asa matter of fact, this need is far more 
immediate and urgent on the west side of Fresno County in the San 
Joaquin Valley than it is south of the Tehachapi Mountains. 

Others, I am sure, will appear before you to describe in detail this 
serious water shortage existing in Fresno County. For that reason, 
I will confine myself to our situation in southern California. Per- 
haps not critical as yet, it is certain to become so. 

The engineers estimate that in approximately 15 years we shall be 
using all of our water from existing sources which consist of the un- 
derground water reserves, the Owens River aqueduct and the Metro- 
politan aqueduct to the Colorado River. This should be remem- 
bered—that with 55 percent of the population, southern California 
has only 2 percent of California’s water. 

You are aware generally of the fantastic population growth oc- 
curring in southern California—a growth that shows no sign of a letup. 
For the city of Los Angeles, official figures of the Federal Census 
Bureau now put the popul: ition at 2,243,901 as of April 23, 1956. 

For you who are not from California, I might explain that the 
reason we have taken the two censuses since 1950 is because of the 
necessity of getting our proper allotment of the State gas tax funds. 

It might be interesting to note that the past 2144 years we gained 
4,000 more than we did in the 314 years previous. So the increase is 
stepping up rather than letting up. 

This is an increase of 139,238 since the special census of September 
1953, and an increase of 273,543 since the regular census im 1950. 
Comparable increases are taking place in other sections of Los Angeles 
County—in fact, the population of Los Angeles County is estimated 
at 514 million—and, for that matter, throughout the metropolitan 
Los Angeles area. Last year alone in Orange County a half-million 
orange trees were uprooted by bulldozers to make room for subdivi 
sions and industry. Thus, southern California must develop a new 
source of water for its future needs. 

Mr. Ruopves. Mr. Chairman, does the Mayer desire to continue his 
statement before questions / 

Mr. Poutson. I would appreciate it, but then I am ready at any 
time. 

Mr. Ruopes. Very well. 

Mr. Poutson. We realize also, I might say, Mr. Rhodes, that Ari- 
zona is likewise increasing in population. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. 

Mr. Poutson. If it is necessary, I will answer questions, but I would 
like to finish first. 
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Mr. Ruopes. That is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Poutson. Many years of intensive study have established be- 
yond question that the State’s Feather River project offers the most 
practical solution to this problem. This is a project that, developed 
and controlled by California, will benefit every section of the State. 
And, since 68 percent of the assessed valuation of the State is in south- 
ern California, under any circumstances we would be paying the 
largest percentage of its cost. Yet, it would increase our share of 

Calif fornia’s water from 2 percent to only 6 percent. 

The San Louis dam is a basic element of the Feather River project 
and thus the representatives here today of southern California favor 
its development by the State. Not only would the Feather River 
project eliminate the water shortage in the San Joaquin Valley that 
I have mentioned, but it would also meet the needs of the southern 
portions of the State. We thus oppose violently the bill introduced 
by the Honorable Congressman Sisk which would authorize develop- 
ment of the San Luis Dam as a Federal project of limited value. 

Our reasons for this stand are explicit and compelling. The plans 
of the Bureau of Reclamation w wat dedicate to agricultural uses in 
the San Joaquin Valley the entire capacity of the San Luis Reservoir 
even at its maximum size, leaving not a drop of this water available 
for delivery to southern California. For proof of this, I refer you 
to page 27 of the Central V alley 1955 annual report. 

Of course, I have these copies of this report. On page 27 you will 
see the description of this particular project. While copies are avail- 
ble, I know, to the members of the committee, I did bring along these 
four copies. In there you will see it explicitly states they intend to 
use the entire 2 million acre-feet, which absolutely would freeze out 
from southern California every single drop of this particular project. 

The State program for the reservoir, on the other hand, w ould make 
available approximately 1 million acre-feet for the San Joaquin Val- 
ley and an equal amount for southern California, 

It is quite inconceivable to me how any person concerned with the 
welfare of southern California could favor Federal construction and 
control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir. And our welfare cannot 
be separated from that of the entire State, just as last winter’s dis- 
astrous floods in northern California had an impact on all of us in the 
south. 

Immediately after concluding here I intend to go to appear before 
the Public Works Committee and talk in behalf of legislation intro- 
duced by Clair Engle for flood-control relief in the northern part of 
the State, because, after all, this is one State, and it is not a question 
of north and south. 

It is very revealing to compare the number of people that would 
benefit from the Federal proposal with the number benefited under the 
State’s Feather River project. I call your attention to a report entitled 
“San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, Calif.” issued in May 1955, by 
Clyde H. Spencer, regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
This report, deser ibing the area to be served by the Federal proposal 
for the San Luis Reservoir as “sparse and almost entirely rural,” 
estimated the total population in and adjacent to it, at 22,500. Of this, 
9,500 are in the oil towns of Coalinga and Avenal, and another 1,500 
live in Mendota, east of the service area. Therefore, the 496,000 acres 
of farmland which would receive water under the Federal plan have 
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approximately 11,500 residents, or about 1 person for about each 43 
acres, 

Even more significant to my mind are the statistics in this report 
showing that the number of ownerships in this service area is only 
1,050 and that 76 percent of the area—and I am quoting from Mr. 
Spencer’s report—or 363,100 acres, is owned by 130 persons. Further- 
more, half of the area is owned by just 44 corporations, and 4 owner- 
ships alone account for 143,700 acres, or over 30 percent of the total 
area which would be benefited by the Federal program. When you 
look at the report and it calls for 400,000 and $229 million and take 
30 percent of that, that means that you are giving $68,700,000 for the 
benefit of only 4 individuals. No wonder these men are back here so 
anxious. These landholders appear to exert a political influence far 
out of proportion to their biel 

Against this handful of persons and corporations who would profit 
so vastly from this bill under consideration, more than half of Cali- 
fornia’s counties, in which 76 percent of the State’s present popula- 
tion of more than 13 million people live, would be served by the State’s 
Feather River project. It must be emphasized again that the San 
Luis dam and reservoir are an integral part of the State proposal 
which would provide water not only for this restricted and relatively 
uninhabited area covered by the Federal program but also for these 
other sections of the State with so tremendously larger a population. 

The question is as simple as this: Shall we give priority to the 
special interests of a small number of persons in portions of three 
counties of the State over the needs and welfare of literally millions 
of men, women, and children? And certainly this is one time I would 
hate to be on the floor of the House and have to get up and vote against 
13 million people and vote for $68,700,000 for 4 individuals. That is 
an accurate statement of the meaning of the Sisk bill. 

Let me stress, too, that this water is California’s water, not water 
from any other State. While it does not originate in southern Cali- 
fornia—and here is somehing very important—neither does it orig- 
inate in the San Joaquin Valley. The State of California has a sound 
and equitable plan for its distribution. The Federal Government 
must not upset our program and attempt to dictate how California 
will make use of its own water within its own boundaries. 

However, we are not here today with merely a negative approach. 
We have positive recommendations to present. 

I assume the members of the committee are generally familiar with 
the report entitled “The Presidential Advisory Committee on Water 
Resources Policy” which was transmitted to the Congress by the Presi- 
dent last January 17. The proposals of this committee, composed of 
the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of Defense, and Secretary of 
Agriculture, included the following: 

As a general policy, the Federal Government should not build any such project, 
or part thereof, that can, under fair and reasonable terms, be built by non- 
Federal interests, except those projects of primary national concern, where 
non-Federal interests are unable adequately to meet the need * * *. 

The Federal Government should encourage non-Federal initiative and as- 
sumption of responsibility for construction of water resources projects. This 
encouragement should include payment in the case of non-Federal projects 
of the amount that would have been nonreimbursable had the project been 
Federally constructed, and the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal 


interests for the construction of projects, and other appropriate means * * * 
The Federal Government should, to the extent necessary and appropriate, 
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make or guarantee loans, under reasonable regulations, and with adequate secu- 
rity to States or local political subdivisions to construct water resources 
projects * * * 

The philosophy underlying this report was well stated by Clarence 
A. Davis, the Acting Secretary of the Interior, in an article pub- 
lished in the March 15, 1956, issue of Public Utilities Fortnightly. 
He had this to say: 

The concentration of the control of water in the Federal Government means 
ultimately the control of the land, the power, and, consequently, the whole 
economy of the region. This of necessity, therefore, places large areas of the 
United States under the practical domination of Federal departments * * *. 

There seems little reason why all of the power and authority that go with 
the control of a great universal natural resource like water should be concen- 
trated in the city of Washington. If it were so, the financial burden would 
become intolerable. The political power that goes with such centralization 
in itself is a fearful thing, and the lack of local control of local resources 
and situations is greatly regretted. 

After all is said and done, the people who live in the region, who live close to 
these projects, are the ones primarily affected. It is their lives and their 
children and their future economic success which depend upon the wise manage- 
ment of this resource called water. The more plainly, therefore, their voice 
may be heard, so long as it is not inimical to the national interests, the more 
contented people and the better government we will have. 


It is our belief that the State of California is in an ideal position 
to put into effect this cooperative water resources policy that has 
been proposed to Congress by the President. From the standpoint of 
both engineering and economics, the State’s Feather River project, 
including and, in fact, hinging on the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, 
has been proven sound after many years of study and planning. 

It is, therefore, our recommedation that a bill be introduced 
Congress at once providing for the application of the President's 
water policy to the State’s Feather River project. This measure 
should provide for a Federal contribution in an amount equal to 
that which would be nonreimbursable if the project were constructed 
by the Federal Government. In addition, it should provide for a 
loan to the State of California, repayable over a 50-year period, with- 
out interest, in the amount of construction costs properly attributable 
to irrigation. 

In other words, the only portion of the money which they would 
ask without any interest would be that portion for the farmers in 
the San Joaquin Valley. On all other portions there would be an 
interest charge. 

The amounts to be granted and loaned, the allocation of the con- 
struction costs between irrigation and other purposes could be deter- 
mined directly in the bill, or an officer of the Executive Branch could 
be authorized and directed to make the determinations pursuant to 
standards fixed in the bill. 

Under such legislation, the State would construct and operate the 
San Luis Dam, repaying the Federal Government for the reimbursable 
portion of the cost, and the citizens of southern California would be 
assured the new source of water that the future of our area demands 
At the same time, the needs of the San Joaquin Valley would be well 
taken care of. 

On behalf of the people of southern California, we urge the draft- 
ing and passage of a bill along these lines. We know of no other 
way in which the well-being of our entire State, all its peoples, its 
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industry, commerce, and agriculture—and their great contributions 
to the Nation—can be more effectively safeguarded in the years 
ahead. 

For these reasons, we are obliged to oppose with every resource 
the Sisk bill, which would authorize development of the San Luis 
Dam and Reservoir as a federally controlled project providing only 
limited benefits to a small section of our State. 

That concludes my statement. 

(The resolution of the city council, the statement of Mr. Porter, 
the resolution of the State assembly previously referred to follow :) 


CERTIFICATION 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
County of Los Angeles, ss: 

I hereby certify that the attached report of the Water and Power Committee 
and the State, County, and Federal Affairs Committee, jointly, relative to the 
Feather River water project, and the resolution referred to therein, as set 
forth in council file No. 73761, Supplemental 1, were adopted by the Council 
of the City of Los Angeles at its meeting held May 8, 1956. 


[SEAL ] WALTER C. PETERSON, 
City Clerk. 
By A. M. Morris, 
Assistant City Clerk. 


File No. 73761, Supplement No. 1 
To the Council of the City of Los Angeles: 

Your water and power—State, county, and Federal affairs—committees report 
as follows: 

With reference to the Feather River project and proposed San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir legislation now pending in Washington, D. C., yonr joint commit- 
tee of water and power, State, county and Federal affairs, to whom this matter 
was referred by the president of the council, held a hearing in which the views 
of the representatives of the department of water and power, the Metropolitan 
Water District and members of the State legislature, were considered and after 
cureful study of the matter, recommends adoption of the attached resolution 
as embodying the position of the City Council of Los Angeles in its appearance 
hefore the United States congressional Committee in Washington, D. C. 

Respectfully submitted. 

| SEAL] WATER AND POWER COMMITTEE. 

STATE, COUNTY AND FEDERAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the need for securing a supplementary water supply is one of the 
paramount problems confronting the city of Los Angeles, which now has a 
population of 2,243,000 and is still continuing to grow ; and 

Whereas the State of California has developed plans for the Feather River 
project which would provide an increased water supply to many areas of the 
State of California, including the city of Los Angeles; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential feature of the Feather 
River project and would store water for Los Angeles and other southern Cali- 
fornia cities in addition to providing storage for irrigation requirements in San 
Joaquin Valley; and 

Whereas the Federal Reclamation Bureau proposes to utilize the same San 
Luis Reservoir and Dam site primarily for the limited purpose of serving only 
a small part of the west San Joaquin Valley : and 

Whereas the best interests of the State of California and the citizens of Los 
Angeles would be served through State ownership, control, and development of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site as part of the Feather River project: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Los Angeles City Council go on record as desiring to co- 
operate with the State legislature and with numerous counties, cities, water 
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districts and civie bodies throughout the State in support of State acquisition, 
ownership, and control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, and that the United 
States be requested to cooperate in this program by granting to the State of 
California the amount of the construction costs of the Feather River project 
properly attributable to purposes such as flood control and recreation, which 
money would be nonreimbursable if the project were federally constructed, and 
loan to the State of California, interest free, that portion of the construction 
costs of the Feather River project properly attributable to irrigation. 

Presented to the Council of the City of Los Angeles on May 8, 1956, for con- 
sideration by the water and power committee, and the State, county and Fed- 
eral affairs committee, jointly, in council file No. 73761, supplemental 1. 





ASSEMBLY, CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 14, 1956, 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
CHAIRMAN, AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
HTouse of Representatives, 

GENTLEMEN: As a long-time member of the Joint Interim Committee on State 
Water Problems of the California Legislature, I would like to make the follow- 
ing observations and recommendations with regard to the San Luis Dam: 

1. The California Legislature has approved the Feather River project in 1951, 
1953, 1955, and 1956 either by bill, resolution, or budget item. 

2 In all of these affirmative actions the San Luis Dam has been viewed as an 
inseparable part of the Feather River project. 

3. ACR 26, which was approved by our State legislature in April of 1956, 
specifically urges State purchase of the sites of these two projects not because 
we do not want Federal help but because we feel strongly that the Federal plan 
does not provide sufficient storage at San Luis to guarantee that any water will 
even reach southern California. 

+. As one member of the State water problems committee, 1 would urge that 
Congress adopt legislation calling for State construction of the San Luis project 
With financial help from the Federal Government. This course would be in 
keeping with the California State water plan and consistent with the executive 
policy of President Eisenhower as expressed in the report entitled, “The Presi- 
dential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy” ; the latter report being 
transmitted to the Congress by President Eisenhower January 17, 1956. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present this statement to your honorable 
body. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLEY V. PORTER, 
Assentblyman, 69th District, California State Legislature. 


ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 26—RELATIVE TO DAM AND RESERVOIR 
SITE ACQUISITION 


Whereas the recent devastating floods have given most graphic illustrations 
of the urgent need for adequate flood protection in this Stute not only to safe- 
guard property but aiso to save the citizens of this State from the horrible loss 
of human life and suffering which accompany such tloods ; and 

Whereas there are within this State areas which are presently in need of water 
not only on which to base future industrial development and community expan 
sion but to meet the day-to-day minimum requirements of the existing popula- 
tion; and 

Whereas the Budget Act of 1956 contains appropriations for projects which on 
completion will not only protect vast areas from the ravages of floodwaters bu! 
will also store and conserve these waters for beneficial use: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved by the Assembly ef the State of California (the Senate thereof con- 
curring), That the intention of this legislature in enacting the Budget Act of 1956, 


insofar as it appropriates funds for the acquisition of dam and reservoir sites, . 


is that such acquisitions should be made without unnecesary delay in order to give 
maximum protection to flood-endangered lands and conserve these waters for 
beneficial use; and be it further 

Resolved, That the chief clerk of the assembly trausmit copies of this resolu 
tion to the Governor, director of finance, and the director of public works. 
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Mr. Asprnats. I assure you, Mayor, that every member of the 
committee sympathizes with the area which you represent and the 
tremendous water problems which are presented to you by the influx 
of great population. Could you advise the committee as to the sources 
of the water which now serves Los Angeles and its environs’ 

Mr. Poutson. In many areas, of course, they are pumping water, 
and they have reached that st: age where it is not only i ecoming costly 
but they are finding the intrusion of sea water. ‘The city of Los 
Angeles has its prime source as the Owens Valley area water, which 
comes through by the Owens Valley aqueduct, and what small amount 
of water that would be called available from the immediate area sur- 
rounding, which is negligible, and its share of the Metropolitan water 
district. 

However, I might say this: that as far as the particular areas of 
southern California are concerned, the city of Los Angeles is in a 
better position than some of the other areas. Just as I called atten- 
tion the other day to Senator Kuchel. I said to Senator Kuchel, “Your 
particular area is in dire need of water and in a much more precarious 
position than we are in the city of Los Angeles.” 

But, as you probably know, we have been told before this com- 
mittee many times of all the big cities along the east coast. They try 
to plan 50 to 100 vears ahead, and we would try, too. We thought we 
were when we had the Metropolitan project passed. 

Incidentally, to show what they have done in southern California 
as far as taking care of themselves, in 1930 at the height, or the depth, 
whichever you would call it, of the depression, the people of that area 
passed a bond issue for $ $995 million, which is a billion dollars today, 
and constructed Parker Dam, which they turned over to the Bureau 
of Reclamation, as they would have to, being interstate water, and 
built the aqueduct. We have spent an additional $100 million be- 
sides, and we have taken care of that in that particular area. So it 
shows that we can do these things ourselves. 

Mr. Asprnat. Then, if I understand you correctly, there is pumped 
from the ground a small amount of water which you have in a few 
streams around Los Angeles, that which you take from the Colorado 
River through the Metropolitan water district. works, and the Owens 
Valley source. Those are the sources of the water of Los Angeles. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Povutson. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatt. You make the statement that your water resources 
of southern California south of the Tehachapi Range amount to 
about 2 percent of all of the water resources of the State of Cali- 
fornia. Am I wrong in my position when I suggest that perhaps the 
bapa of southern California must be sooner or later limited be- 

‘ause of the limitation of its water resources ? 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Aspinall, in this democratic country of ours we 
are not able to, and certainly we are not going to, operate on the basis 
of telling people that only so many people can live here and a certain 
number cannot. Because, after all, your great State of Colorado is 
depending and will depend more than ever upon the markets of Cali- 
fornia, and where the people want to go. And we are not trying to 
get them out there. That is the strange thing. They are coming and 
coming at a greater ratio. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. That is what I wanted you to answer to my state- 
ment. In other words, you are not making any unnecessary overtures 
to get more people, they are just naturally flowing to your area. Is 
that right? 

Anyhow, my time has expired. 

I recognize the gentleman from Nebraska, Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Mitier. I am always glad to welcome a former member of 
the committee and particularly the mayor of Los Angeles. What is 
it, the second or third largest city in the United States? 

Mr. Pourson. Third. 

Dr. Mirier. At the rate you are growing you will soon be first, I 
presume. 

Mr. Poutson. If we took in the county area around there we would 
be. The only way you can tell when you are out of Los Angeles is to 
look at the street signs. We have black on white, and if. they are 
reversed and it is white on black, you know you are in another 
neighboring town. 

Dr. Minter. We had considerable testimony last week on this proj- 
ect by those who favor it. As I take your position, you favor the 
development of the project but not by the Federal Government, and 
you prefer it be developed by the State itself. Is that right? 

Mr. Povtson. That is right. We are very apprehensive of the pro- 
gram once you endorse this whole program and take it in because they 
have shown here in black and white in this 1955 report that they 
intend to use every drop of the capacity and not a single drop go to 
southern California. Then when we heard Mr. Dexheimer, who is 
the commissioner of irrigation, make a statement before the Senate 
committee to the effect that Los Angeles had a million and a half 
acre-feet of sewer water they could use—listen. If that is the attitude 
toward the city, that shows you that they intend to build up these 
grea surpluses. What do we feel about a department headed by a man 
like that who will come out and make such a statement? Listen. We 
could not have an iota of faith in him. And then to start with—what 
is that, Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. The folks of California think almost as much of him, 
when vou make a statement like that, as I do. 

Mr. Pourtson. Mr. Miller—— 

Dr. Mitier. Let me proceed with my questions. I do not want a 
long speech on the commissioner of reclamation because our ques- 
tioning is limited to 5 minutes. 

Under the reclamation law, of course, domestic use of water comes 
first in priority. You have developed here that 4 ownerships account 
for 143,700 acres. I am sorry we did not have those figures before 
us last Friday when the other group was before us. 

Four ownerships take up 30 percent of the total area. Although 
one of the owners that was here, who owned several thousand acres, 
did say on the record if it was developed he would immediately put 
on the market or permit the sale of the balance of his land so he 
would comply with the reclamation law limitation of 160 acres. 

Mr. Poutson. Could I answer that question the same as I did in the 
Senate ? 

Dr. Mirter. Do not take too long. I have 3 or 4 more questions. 
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Mr. Poutson. What does it mean? It means when you take that 
water and he has water deliverable to that acreage, his land increases, 
quadruples in value, and that is what you have done for him. He 
has it. Sure, he will sell it. That is what they want—to promote 
and sell it. He is 1 of the 4 men mentioned in here, Mr. O'Neill, that 
is in this 30-percent acreage. They have involved ownership, but 
the 4 own 30 percent. And these are not my figures, Mr. Miller, they 
are the figures taken from Mr. Spencer’s report. 

Dr. Miturr. I have one more minute, the chairman tells me. 

As I understand it, your water generally comes from the Colorado 
River now. A number of years ago you had a contest on the use of 
water from Owens Valley on whether it would be used for irrigation 
purposes or used for domestic purposes for Los Angeles. How was 
that resolved? Maybe the engineer can tell us. 

a Poutson. I will ask the attorney here, who has been through 
that. 

Mr. Truman. It was resolved as well as such a matter ever could 
be. The lands of the Owens Valley of everyone who wished to sell 
them were purchases. No lands were ever condemned. Land and 
water rights were purchased, and even the lands in the towns where 
the owners felt that their markets were being limited. And they were 
bought at 1929 prices and we bought those lands in 1930 and 1931. 

I want to emphasize again that no farmer was ever dispossessed 
by a condemnation suit. ‘They sold at their own prices. 

Dr. Mutter. Thank you very much. 

I observe, Mr. Mayor, even though this is made a part of the 
Feather River project, these 4 people would still own 143,700 acres 
and they would be developed, I presume, for irrigation under State 
or Federal. 

Mr. Asrinatu. The gentleman’s time has expired. The Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatry. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska if he has addi- 
tional questions. 

I would just like to say to the mayor of Los Angeles, I am very 
happy to see that someone out in the western part of the country wants 
to develop their own resources locally. 

I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Dr. Miter. I believe I am through. You might yield to Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Hatey. I yield to Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman. I do have quite a number of 
questions, I think probably far more than we will get to, Mayor. 

I would like first to call your attention to a statement you made on 
page 2 with reference to your violent opposition to my bill which 
would authorize development of the San Luis as a Federal project of 
limited value. 

Will you tell the committee on what basis you can determine this 
so-called limited value? 

Mr. Poutson. To start out with, the very limited value of what we 
could ever feel that we would ever get out of it. In other words, 
southern California. You know that is not your water any more than 
itis ours. It is California’s water. It is taken out of the delta, arises 
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in the northern counties. It is free water. It is excess water, and 
certainly 

Mr. Sisk. If I could interrupt you right there, Mr. Mayor, we are 
all aware of that, and it is not necessary to go into that, think. The 
thing I have in mind here i is—you are aware of what my bill provides. 
Isthat correct? You have read the bill ? 

Mr. Pounson. Yes; [have readit. Ihave read several. 

Mr. Sisk. Are you in opposition to the recommendation of the State 
engineer, let me ask you, Mr. Poulson / 

Mr. Pouxson. I am not in accord with it. I think we have a better 
alternative. He believes in it being turned over to the State, but there 
are no cases on record to show how this can be integrated, the terms. 
He is talking in generalities. We believe that you want to start out 
right. 

Of course, you talk about the limited value. I can come back and 
say it this way: That when we are talking about great farm surpluses 
and the great need and we are building money up for soil banks, and 
all this to take care of the farm surpluses, and you are denying the 
people for industry and domestic use, certainly we have come to the 
point where it is of limited value. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you, there is no one suffering because of do- 
mestic or industrial use in the Los Angeles area at the present time, 
and 

Mr. Poutson. You said there was no one suffering. I would dis- 
agree to this extent: That a city and an area with the millions of 
pe eople in southern California being threatened within 15 years they 
would not have enough water, if that is not an economic threat and 
suffering—that is a cloud hanging over their heads because all of their 
investments are tied up. We have 68 percent of the assessed valuation 
in southern California, and certainly your area would suffer if southern 
California suffers. 

Mr. Sisk. I certainly say we have no disagreement on that. But in 
a statement made by Robert B. Deamer, who, by the way, is general 
manager of the Metropolitan Water Distri ict, on May 25, 1955, at the 
Statler Hotel in Los Angeles, he analyzed the water situation with 
reference to Los Angeles and winds up with the words : “On this basis, 
the Colorado River Supply should be sufficient for about 25 years.” 

You disagree with that statement. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Pourson. Our engineers from the department of water and 
power disagree with it. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. What is the difference, Mr. Mayor, between allowing 
this project to be built by the Department of the Interior and allowing 
the project to be built by the State of California and yet the Federal 
Government is supposed to supply the money on an interest-free basis ? 

Mr. Poutson. The difference—first of all, they are not supplying 








all of the money on an interest-free basis by the proposal. They only 
supply that portion to the agricultural areas which would receive 
interest-free money at any rate. 

In the first place, if you were going to buy a home or have a home 
built and you would say to a contractor, “Go out and build me a home 
and then I will pay for it,’ would you prefer that method over one of 
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saying, “I will build the home. I have to pay for it. I want to know 
how it is built. I have experience in building homes?” 

We have built over $600 million worth of irrigation projects in the 
State of California. With that experience, since we have to pay for 
it and we want to have it built, we want to control it. We know from 
our past records with the Bureau of Reclamation that when they say 





they will turn it over—I think right before this committee you have 
heard the legislation where, after they were in a position to take 
ownership of the Imperial Valley, it took them 10 years, even with a 
contract, before they ever turned over their part. 

We are interested in the whole State. It is like a family. Like the 
parents. They are interested in allofthem. We are interested in San 
Joaquin Valley. Sure. We do not want any portion from the State’s 
standpoint to be suffering, but we have to distribute the water to help 
all and develop where it is going to do the greatest amount of good 
for the State. 

As far as the interest-free money, the city of Los Angeles and all of 
southern California, on whatever portion of this dam is attributed to 
them, would pay the inter est. We will borrow our own money from 
other places than Uncle Sam and build the aqueducts down from the 
San Luis Dam on down to southern California. And we will pay for 
it the same as we have done on the metropolitan water district. 

Mr. Sartor. What would be, Mayor, the nonreimbursable part of 
this project ? 

Mr. Poutson. I assume the ones like what is attributable to flood 
control and the ones that they have in the regular determination of 
the Bureau. It is rather lengthy. 

Mr. Sartor. Mayor, I am delighted with the fact that you have 

‘alled to our attention what appears on pages 88 and 89 of Mr. Spen- 
cer’s report, because that to me is the biggest weakness of the claims 
that were made so far for this legislation, namely, that 130 people own 
76.1 percent of all the land in the area that will be benefited. Actually 
what we are going to do is to probably make a few multimillionaires 
out in California. Instead of making it out of oil, they will make it 
out of land if this project goes through. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Poutson. I am talking about water. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. If the gentleman will yield to his chairman ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Asprnat. Mr. Mayor, is it not the usual practice of the Bureau 
of Reclamation when such lands are brought in they must be sold at 
the value before the water is delivered to them rather than be sold at 
any enhanced value / 

Mr. Poutson. That is the original idea of the purpose, but, as you 
know, if you have seen some of ‘the wineries—I think you were with 
me on one of those trips when we went through that area when we 
found out how many different cousins they had, and sons and daugh- 
ters, and the big families. For instance, this was an Italian family, 
and the number of relatives they had, and they all had their 160 acres. 
There are so many gadgets that are used. Look at Central Valley. 

And here is another thing: The courts have held that when you 
receive supplemental waters that the rules of the Reclamation Bureau 
do not apply thereto. I think you have heard in previous testimony 
that this is supplemental water. 
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Mr. Sartor. The question I would like to ask you on that, is this 

supplemental water to the entire 477,200 acres, Mr. Mayor? 
r. Poutson. I would not be able to answer that. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Pourson. It had been stated both ways, I think. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from North 
Carolina, Mr. Shuford. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I want to go in with the rest of the members of the 
committee in welcoming the mayor back with us. 

There is one question I would like to ask, Mr. Mayor. Do you 
think that the State of California should take over this project without 
calling on the Federal Government for any contribution ? 

Mr. Poutson. We could do it. 

Mr. Suvrorp. So it is possible for the State of California to finance 
the project itself as a stream originating in the State and serving solely 
the State of California ? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. Of course, you have your problem: Are you 
going to isolate one States on your policies that you are going to 
determine on this? Are you setting a precedent? We could do it. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will the gentleman yield ? 

My. Suiurorp. I will be delighted to yield. 

Mr. Asprnau. The only reference you are making there, Mr. Mayor, 
is to flood control on the Feather River. Is that not right? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Because, as far as benefits like salinity control and 
so forth, they are not recognized by reclamation law at the present 
time. 

Mr. Poutson. No. 

Mr. Asprna.t. It is flood control of the Feather River ? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Asrrnauu. That is what the mayor has in mind. 

Mr. Poutson. You see, on the Feather River, the people—for in- 
stance, you will remember the floods of last December. Those are 

eople who will not benefit at all from the water. They are the ones 
flooded out between the Feather River up at Oroville and on down 
to the delta. It is south of that where they use the water. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Under the bill that you recommend on page 7 of 
your statement, would it provide for a loan from the Federal Govern- 
ment for the purpose of supplying water to municipalities? 

Mr. Poutson. No. 

Mr. Suvurorp. That would be borne by the State of California? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Suurorp. Then the only amount that you would want from the 
Federal Government would be for flood control ? 

Mr. Poutson. And the portion for the irrigation up there, which 
is not in southern California, yes. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I see. 

Mr. Poutson. Of course, here is another thing, too, to bear in mind: 
That the plan that we are submitting is that we can go ahead and do 
it. The Government is not taking any chances. As you know, as we 
know, before this committee when I was a member we have had many 
a sour project to come up that was not able to pay out, and they had to 
bring it before us to refinance it and assume a lot of obligations because 
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of the fact that they could not pay out. The State of California could 
certainly do this because it has an assessed valuation of $18 billion. 

Mr. Suvurorp. It is your idea that California should have complete 
control over the whole system ? 

Mr. Poutson. That is right. 

Mr. Suvrorp. And not be controlled by the Federal Government in 
any respect ? 

r. Poutson. That is right, and we would owe them directly and 
aoe directly. 

r. Suurorp. The only thing you would want from the Federal 
Government is just the loan of the money, some nonreimbursable, some 
reimbursable with interest, but you would want California to control 
the entire water project ? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. The one with interest—the money we have to 
borrow for our domestic and the like, we would pay for that and bor- 
row it somewhere else. We can borrow money at about two and three- 
quarters. It goes up and down but the base 1s two and three-quarters 
now. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Utah, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Mayor, did I understand you to say that southern 
California is making no effort to encourage people to come into Los 
Angeles ? 

Mr. Poutson. I would say it this way, Mr. Dawson: We encourage 
industry to come there because it is a responsibility of the officials to 
get industry to take care of the people. It is our responsibility. The 
same way as the great State of Arizona is getting some new industry 
because they have a great many people coming in, and as you will find 
likewise in and around Salt Lake, that is, a responsibility to get in- 
dustry in. 

As far as going out, everybody after they get out there becomes a 
salesman within 6 months, and I am not responsible for what they say 
about getting the people out there. 

Mr. Dawson. You are rather proud of that fact, though, that they 
do encourage others to come in. 

Let me go on to my next question. I know you want to answer it. 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. You have a very serious smog problem in the Los 
Angeles area. It might be rank heresy to mention it in the presence of 
the esteemed gentlemen you brought with you. Itisareal problem. In 
discussing it with some of your people down there—in fact I think you 
yourself would concede that the prime reason for this smog is the auto- 
mobiles, the exhaust coming out of so many cars. I believe there are 
more automobiles in southern California per capita probably than any 
other section of the country, and certainly that has contributed greatly 
to your smog problem. 

What I would like to—— 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to say that prosperity brings automobiles, 
and we have 2,500,000 registered in the county. u 

Mr. Dawson. I believe you admit they contribute to the smog. 

Mr. Poutson. It is a problem. 

Mr. Dawson. And those people coming into your area with auto- 
mobiles are going to create more smog. Are you not going to reach 
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a limit very soon as to the number of people you can have down there 
who are driving these cars ? 

Mr. Poutson. Everybody is so interested in stopping the growth 
of southern California they should get hold of the people before they 
get to the border. 

Mr. Dawson. It seems nature itself is interested in it, is it not? 

Mr. Poutson. It isa problem, but listen: Are you willing to sponsor 
legislation telling people that they cannot go out there ? 

Mr. Dawson. No. 

Mr. Poutson. We cannot stop people from going places. 

Mr. Dawson. I am not interested in that, but I am interested in 
solving your problem. 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. I think you have a problem there and you are not 
going to solve it by bringing in more people with more automobiles. 
You are going to have to spread out. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Dawson. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. Saywor. I would like to tell you that the officials of the great 
city of Los Angeles are probably more cognizant of their own ‘local 
problems. The fact of the matter is I met with the mayor and several 
of his people in Pittsburgh where they were trying to find out what 
they have done to make Pittsbur gh a beautiful city instead of a smoky 
city—free of smog. 

I congratulate the officials out there for being farsighted, and I am 
sure they will lick this problem if they have to find some new gadget 
to put on automobiles that will probably make more money and bring 
more people to California. 

Mr. Dawson. I suggest you sign the gentleman up as a member of 
your chamber of commerce staff. 

Iam really serious about this smog problem, Mr. Mayor, and I think 
it is definitely tied up with your water problems. If you get the water 
scattered around over other parts of the State, perhaps people are 
going to spread out a bit and help solve your smog problem. 

Mr. Poutson. We have areas throughout the whole country growing 
just as fast as Los Angeles. The entire State is growing, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. I appreciate it, and I appreci: ite. your w vater problems. 
In fact the majority of your water originates up in the northern part 
of the State, but you should distribute that water a little evenly 
throughout the State to other areas. 

Mr. Poutson. Do you not agree with the great Secretary of Agri- 
culture from your State? 

Mr. Dawson. I certainly do. 

Mr. Pourson. And has he not told you that there is too much 
production ? 

Mr. AspInaLL. Just a minute. 

Mr. Povutson, You are making more production now rather than 
taking care of industry and domestic. 

Mr. Asprnaui. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Dawson. I will not get into an argument with my friend over 
the question of crop surpluses because I know you are concerned with 
that down there, too. 
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Mr. Asprna.u. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. I yield to my colleague from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentlewoman from Idaho. 

I would like to pursue a little bit further, Mr. Mayor, with ref- 
erence to your very anon opposition to my bill. You further state 
on the latter part of page 2 and the top of page 3 3, “the reservoir even 
at its maximum size, leaving not a drop of this ‘water available for 
delivery to southern ¢ ‘alifornia.” 

In view of the fact that you are appearing before this committee 
on my bill—you have mentioned it; is that correct ? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I think your whole statement is centered on false premises 
because my bill does not provide that, does it ¢ 

Mr. Poutson. No. From a technical standpoint your bill does not 
provide it. But we do know the old story of how the Bureau of 
Interior, once it gets its foot in the door, what we are up against. We 
know the problem Denver has getting water for the city of Denver, 
and with all of the Colorado River up there. 

As I brought out later, the fact is this becomes a Bureau of Recla- 

mation project. We know what they intend to follow up afterward, 
and so it just cuts us off. Just like any battle 

Mr. Sisk. Do I understand you are basing your opposition to my 
bill on your suspicion of the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Povtson. Not my suspicion, but my knowledge of them. 

Mr. Sisk. You do not believe that we can spell out in legislation, in 
my bill or a similar bill proposed by the State engineer of the State of 
California, where we can operate this project in conformity with the 
desires and needs of the people of California ? 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Sisk, you have stated “spell it out.” That is 
what we are very anxious to see—spell it out. Everything can be 
done if you spell it out in detail as to how it can work out. 

I think I have stated here that not only myself but others from Cali- 
fornia are in full sympathy and accord with the desire and need to 
help your area. I have not stated otherwise. 

Mr. Sisk. I might say, Mr. Mayor—pardon me just a minute. 
Your statement, does it not, contains an all-out attack on a group of 
farmers in my area as against some violent opposition where you 
do not feel you are going to get any water. 

Getting back to the bill we are talking about, is it not a fact that 
the thory of integration does provide for a million acre-feet or better 
of storage for water on its way to southern California, and that is in 
line with the State engineer’s report 

Mr. Pourson. It is permissive, but it does not state how. You know 
you have to spell it out with the Bureau. I served on this committee 
long enough to know that. 

Mr. Stsk. Do you see any danger wherein the Secretary of the In- 
terior must negotiate with the State of California with reference to 
the determination and the separation of the water? 

Mr. Poutson. He does not have to. Everything is permissive, 
and flowery language and generalities. They never mean anything 
after the bill is passed. 
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Mr. Sisk. Of course, I would disagree with you there, Mr. Poulson, 
because I do not believe the legislative acts of this Congress or any 
other Congress are ignored. I think they are carried out into law. 

Do you mean to say you do not feel we can write legislation here 
which would guarantee the protection you would want? 

Mr. Poutson. This bill does not do it. 

Mr. Aspinatu. The time of the gentlewoman has expired. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youna. Mr. Poulson, as I understand the situation, there are 
two opposing concepts here, one that is contained in the bill by Con- 
gressman Sisk, which calls for the Federal construction of the San 
Luis project at a cost of $230 million; and the other is your suggestion 
for the State construction of the Feather River project at a cost of 
about $1.5 billion. 

Mr. Pounson. Yes. That would include this San Luis Dam and 
project, too, and include 

Mr. Youne. What would be the saving to the Federal Government 
if the project were constructed by the State of California? Do you 
have any rough estimate of that? 

Mr. Poutson. First, of all, you would have an assured repayment. 
The resources of the State of California, $18 billion, would assure it 
would be a project which would be positive to pay out. 

Mr. Youn. I realize that and do not want to get into any long- 
range discussion here on benefits of that nature. I was wondering 
whether you could reduce it to figures like $50 million or $75 million 
or something like that. 

Mr. Poutson. No, I could not give you those figures. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible that the area you represent could 
also be served if the proposal by Mr. Sisk is approved? Or does that 
preclude in the future any benefits ever redounding to the people you 
so ably represent ? 

Mr. Poutson. We feel it would absolutely preclude it for this 
reason: This is the start of a project. The capacity of the reservoir 
will be 2 million acre-feet. They are going out and build a million 
acre-feet first. We know in enlarging the reservoir that the last 
million acre-feet naturally costs more. But there is nothing in this 
bill that says that we are going to get any water. 

You know, as long as you have served here, that permissive legis- 
lation, flowery legislation, omitting something more specific, does not 
mean anything in the long run. 

Now they have shown in their report, which I submitted before 
these gentlemen came in, on page 27, that the bureau intends to use 
the entire reservoir, 2 million acre-feet, for an irrigation project to 
raise more farm surpluses and deny the industrial growth of the city 
and the domestic use of the water. 

Mr. Youne. I am sure the bureau has a heart as well as a head, 
and they would not want to see you—— 

Mr. Poutson. Their heart is like this: Mr. Dexheimer said we could 
use our sewer water. That is the type of a heart they have. 

Mr. Youne. What is the attitude of your Governor with regard to 
these two opposing projects ? 

Mr. Poutson. He wants the State to take over the operation. He 
had a little different procedure. I think, though, you will see the 
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Governor, if you read carefully the Governor and State water engi- 
neer, there was even differences there. 

Mr. Younes. I am asking about the Governor. Is he for the Sisk 
bill or against it? 

Mr. Poutson. He is against it as it is; yes. 

Mr. Young. Would he be for it if it were modified ? 

Mr. Poutson. I am not speaking for the Governor in any way. 

Mr. Younsa. I realize that, and I am not asking you as a spokesman 
for the Governor. I am asking you to give me your opinion of what 
the Governor has stated. Would he be for the Sisk bill if it were 
modified ? 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Young, let me—— 

Mr. Youne. You can answer “Yes” or “No” or you don’t know. 

Mr. Povutson. Say in all seriousness I would never attempt to in- 
terpret the Governor in his statement in any way. 

Mr. Youne. Would you be willing to undertake to interpret what 
the State legislature has said? Are they for the Sisk bill? 

Mr. Poutson. I did not hear you. 

Mr. Youn. Is the State legislature for the Sisk bill, against it, or 
for it if modified ? 

Mr. Poutson. Here are the resolutions. 

Mr. Youne. I am not interested in the resolutions. Can you tell 
me “Yes” or “No”? 

Mr. Poutson. They are for the State operation. 

Mr. Aspinatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I yield to my colleague from southern California, 
Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. If the gentleman will strike the word “southern,” I ap- 
preciate the time. 

(Laughter). 

Mr. Poutson. We will accept you down there. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Did I understand you to tell the gentleman from Nevada that the 
Governor opposed my bill and has made any statement of that type? 

Mr. Poutson. No. I said that the Governor is for the State opera- 
tion of the dam. He is for, certainly, an entirely different integra- 
tion, as I understand it. He is not for the outright—of course, I am 
— oe the Governor. I am not making any statement in his 

alf. 

Mr. Asprnau. If the gentleman will yield, I think that it is a matter 
for the committee to determine as to what the Governor’s position is 
rather than for the witness. 

Mr. Sisx. I wanted to make it clear that the Governor came before 
this committee and made the statement he was for Federal construc- 
tion of San Luis, in so many words. It is in the record. 

Mr. Povutson. State operation. 

Mr. Stsx. That is correct, and my bill also provides for State oper- 
ation. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Your bill provides for the project.to be part of the 
Central Valley project, whereas the Governor’s view is it should be 
integrated with the Feather River project. 
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Mr. Sisk. That is right. And I might say to my friend from Cali- 
fornia my bill does provide for integration with Feather. 

Mr. Hosmer. But as a part of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. 

Mr. Hosmer. And your bill does not provide that ownership should 
be in the hands of the State government after the payments, nor 
does it provide for State operation. 

Mr. Sisk. So far as I am concerned that is a matter for negotiation 
between the State of California and the Secretary of the ‘Interi ior, 
which is provided for in my bill. 

Most certainly I have in mind, and I am certain the gentleman will 
agree with me, that this bill is subject to amendment, and probably 
many amendments will be proposed. 

The point is that the gentleman from Los Angeles, Mr. Poulson, 
apparently is directly opposed even to the substitute submitted by the 
State engineer, because it calls for Federal construction of San Luis. 
And it is my understanding you are taking an irrevocable stand 
against Federal construction of San Luis. 

Mr. Poutson. Yes; we are favoring State. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you this: You proposed and said in your 
statement, in speaking about the Federal loan, “In addition, it should 
provide for a loan to the State of California, repayable over a 50-year 
period, without interest, in the amount of construction costs properly 
attributable to irrigation.” 

The amount attributable to irrigation in the San Luis project so 
far as the initial phases would be 1 million acre-feet. Is that correct 

Mr. Poutson. We are talking, of course, taking the project as a 
whole. 

Mr. Sisk. What is the difference in theory, Mr. Poulson, in the Fed- 
eral Government making interest-free money available to the State to 
irrigate land outside of reclamation law where there would be no 
acreage restrictions of any kind and loaning it to an agency wherein 
reclamation would apply? Do you see any difference in ideology or 
philosophy ? 

Mr. Poutson. I would not attempt to determine the terms on which 
it would be loaned that way. If they loaned their money on the basis 
of irrigation, it could be loaned complying—one way or the other as 
far as that is concerned. 

Mr. Sisk. Are you, Mr. Poulson, saying that the Federal Govern- 
ment should make interest-free money available for irrigators outside 
of reclamation without acreage limitations ? 

Mr. Poutson. No; I say nothing. 

Mr. Sisk. What do you mean by your statement on top of page 7 
then ¢ 

Mr. Pounson. If they loaned their money to the State on the basis 
that this money attributable to irrigation would have to be on the 
160-acre limit, that is a matter that can be worked out at the time. 

Mr. Aspinatu. The time of the gentleman from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Asprnauu. .The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washing- 
ton, Mr. Westland. 
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Mr. WerstLAnpv. I want to ask Mayor Poulson two questions here. 
First of all, whether or not the State would construct this project 
sooner than it would be constructed if it were under Federal construc- 
tion. 

Mr. Pouison. We think and believe that it would be constructed 
sooner under the State for the simple reason of necessity. We know 
that in the Central Valley project to date they have spent $450 million, 
and it has been over a period of 18 years. We cannot wait 18 years. 

Mr. WrestLanp. Would the mayor consider his proposal was some- 
what in the nature of a partnership program? In other words, the 
State of California as partner with the Federal Government in con- 
struction of this project. 

Mr. Pourson. I do not know about that term “p: wtnership,” which 
has been used a great deal up in the Northwest. The proposal I have 
suggested here is s along the line, as you will see, of the report put out by 
the President’s Advi isory Committee on W ater Resources Polic y. 

Mr. Westianp. Is not this a project where you are asking the Fed- 

eral Government to pick up the check on flood control and recreation 
oe give interest-free money for the irrigation part of it, which you 
repay, and then pay the balance? Does that not constitute a partner- 
ship? 

Mr. Poutson. There would be a lot we would not come to the Gov- 
ernment for in the entire Feather River project at all. We would 
have to bond ourselves on the open market and do that. It is a part- 
nership to that extent. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. WestLanp. I yield to the gentleman from Idaho, 

Mr. Bunce. I note you say in your statement that this is California’s 
water. We have had testimony before this committee within recent 
weeks from the Department of Justice and the Department of De- 
fense, to name some of the agencies, taking the position it does not 
make any difference whether you think it is California’s water. They 

say that, if a Federal project 1s constructed and the project is operated 
in a manner which is inconsistent with State law, that they will—lI be- 
lieve the Assistant Attorney General said—ignore State law. 

As a matter of fact, the chairman of this committee received a let- 
ter this morning under date of May 11, 1956, in which the Assistant 
Attorney General said—I do not have the letter, but this is substan- 
tially what he said—compliance with State water law has been the ex- 
ception rather than the rule. 

Do you feel that if the State of California did not want this project 
built by the Federal Government there would be any Way you could 
stop them ? 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Budge, that is one of the reasons why we are so 
apprehensive of the Federal Government getting in any further in the 
State, although we know that Judge Pearson H: all has handed down a 
very length decision on cases in the Central V alley which cover that 
very subjec t, and, of course, the Federal judge has ruled that the state 
water laws predominate. 

Mr. Buner. That has not been the ruling of the United States Su- 
preme Court in several recent cases. 

Mr. Poutson. No. 
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Mr. Bunce. This situation before the committee this morning sim- 
ply points up to me what I think should be of paramount importance 
to this committee and to the Congress. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The time of the gentleman from Washington has 
expired. The gentleman from Montana is recognized. 

fr. Metcatr. I yield to Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Poulson, we lose the line of thought here from time to time. 
Let me ask you this question: You are today here endorsing in its 
entirely the feather River project in California. Is that correct? 

Mr. Poutson. That is right. 

Mr. Sisx. Are your districts and areas in the south ready to make 
firm contracts for this water ? 

Mr. Poutson. No more than the Federal Government. 

Mr. Sisx. That is beside the question. I am talking about the State 
water program where the State is going to construct the water project. 
Are you ready to contract for the waters that will be made available 
by the Federal project? You should be in a position to say yes or no. 

Mr. Poutson. After the project—in connection with the project 
construction it would be the same way. 

Mr. Sisk. When will you be ready to make a contract? 

Mr. Poutson. As you know, we have this issue which will be, I am 
sure, resolved in the next session of the legislature, the county-of-origin 
problem which deals with water which would affect the project as far 
as you are concerned as well as we unless you believe in the theory 
that the Federal Government can come in and determine all of the 
State water rights. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not believe that at all. I am firmly in favor of 
compliance. In fact, I shall insist upon compliance in any way I 
possibly can by the Federal Government with State water law be- 
cause I think it is essential. As you know, there is legislation pending 
before this committee and has been before the Congress doing that 
very thing. 

But let us get back to the position you have taken this morning. You 
are for the Feather River project and do not want the Federal Gov- 
ernment to have anything to do with it, apparently, except to make 
a lot of money available to be used in such away as the State may 
desire. But I think you should be in position to tell us whether or 
not you are ready to accept the water and ready to sign a firm con- 
tract for that water, and further what the price of the water is that 
will be made available under the Feather River plant. 

Mr. Poutson. I still have to say we are under the same position as 
if this bill were passed. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe the gentleman knows there has been a water 
_s used in figuring this bill of $7.50 per acre-foot to the users in 

san Luis project. You are proposing an alternate plan. Therefore, 
I think the price at which you are going to be willing to contract for 
the water is germane to the subject. 

Mr. Poutson. Of course, I know we will expect in southern Cali- 
fornia to pay five or more times as much as any of the users in any other 
area. 

.Mr. Sisk. What are you prepared to pay for water from the Feather 
River project? Could you give us a figure? 
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Mr. Poutson. That is something that I think you would realize I 
am in no position to say. But let me say, with 68 percent of the 
assessed valuation of the State in southern California, and with water 
as valuable as it is for domestic and industrial use, the price is not 
the big item. It is water. ; 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, you think that probably the figure which 
I notice was mentioned by Mr. Deamer, of the Metropolitan Water 
District of $45 an acre-foot would be a fair figure? 

Mr. Poutson. I am no engineer, but I would say that with the de- 
velopment of a great area like that, that merged with our cheaper 
water would not be prohibitive in any way. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe I understood you to say that you expect and, 
therefore, would be agreeable to pay at least five times as much for 
water in your area as we would be expected to pay in our area. 

Mr. Poutson. That is right. That is freely accepted everywhere, 
acknowledged, and realized. ; 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to the speed with which this project might 
be built, Federal versus State, I believe the question was asked by 
one of the members just a few moments ago. I am, of course, interested 
in how far along we are and 

Mr. AspInauu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Long Beach, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Mayor, I think it is very significant that you 
appear here not only by yourself but with a substantial number of 
the members of your city council, with assemblymen not only from 
the Los Angeles area but from the Kern County area, and that two 
of our colleagues from California, Congressman Hagen and Con- 
gresman Holt sit with us here today. 

I assume you would not be concerned with the effect of the Sisk 
bill if it were not for the fact that the San Luis Reservoir site is one 
of those physical pieces of property that is absolutely necessary for 
the State’s Feather River project. Is that right? 

Mr. Povutson. You might say it is like the hub of the wheel. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is right. If this San Luis bill were an isolated 
physical location, you would have no concern with it. Is that right? 

Mr. Povutson. That is right. It is a very integral and important 

art. 

f Mr. Hosmer. I think it has not been brought out in respect to the 
State Feather River project that it is not only a project to do some- 
thing for southern California. Does it not have other features that 
concern San Luis and San Joaquin area and San Francisco and that 
area, and it has flood control features for the northern part of the 
State? In other words, it is an overall State project, is it not, not for 
any particular area? 
r. Poutson. It is a statewide project in every manner. 

Mr. Hosmer Mr. Mayor, we heard one of the witnesses who preceded 
you last Friday state that southern California’s position was a selfish 
one, based on rule or ruin, and all that southern California wanted 
to do was determine when this project was built and what price any- 
body had to pay for the water. Do you have any comment to make 
on that statement by a prior witness? 

Mr. Povutson. It is life or death with us, and it is life or death 
with the entire State because the markets of Los Angeles area are 
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so important. For instance, I said about the 5,000 citrus trees being 
uprooted in Orange County alone. We know right now that we go to 
all of the Western States for our markets as industry enlarges and 
population increases, which unfortunately cannot be controlled, be- 
cause, from my standpoint, there are more headaches—we have to 
build a hundred miles of new streets a year. We have limited budg- 
ets. All those preblems become more complex, and they are enlarged, 
ever enlarged, as the population increases, and water is just one of 
them, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hosmer. I decline to yield at this point. 

Mr. Poutson. We know that we cannot survive without the water. 
And what is called the milksheds of Los Angeles are right up in the 
San Joaquin Valley. The city of Los Angeles has mik inspectors 
living up there to inspect the milk we consume every day. That is 
how important each area is to the other. 

Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, the northern part of the State 
has an equal interest in this? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. This is a Statewide project, and we are one 
State. 

Mr. Eicsmer. In connection with the necessity for importation of 
water from the northern part of the State to southern California, 
about when would you say that necessity would arise, based on your 
population estimates ? 

Mr. Poutson. The engineers from the department of water and 
power, whom I depend upon, estimate 15 years, and they even say 
less maybe. Then there is a difference of opinion with some of the 
other engineers. Engineers are like politicians—they do not always 
agree. 

Mr. Hosmer. That means the water actually has to be flowing in 
15 years? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And, therefore, construction and planning must start 
as of now. Is that not right? 

Mr. Povtson. That is right. You know, Mr. Hosmer, there is one 
thing the public is aware of in southern California, and that is of 
the need of water. 

Mr. AspinaLL. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. Curistoruer. I ask permission to yield my time to my colleague, 
Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman from Missouri. 

Reviewing just quickly your discussion with the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Hosmer—and this, of course, has been of some interest 
to me with reference to the cost of this water once it gets down to 
southern California and just what was expected of our area. I under- 
stand then that your prime objection to this project is because of the 
physical use by our area of the San Luis project site. Is that right? 

Mr. Poutson. No. We realize that when we operate the Feather 

River project, as you know what that calls for, that from this 2 mil- 
lion acre-feet San Luis Reservoir a million acre-feet. will be appor- 
tioned for your area and the balance of i; for the west coast area of 
California on down into southern California. Now we know that 
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we are going to have to pay for all of that cost of taking it on down, 
and it is going to have to be our monwy, and we are not asking 
the Federal Government for that money. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words—and this is rather farfetched, [ am 
sure the gentleman will understand—if we were to go out in Central 
Valley somewhere in this area and a eect a giant steel reservoir 
to hold the water we need, you have no objection | then to us using the 
water there in that area. 18 that right ? 

Mr. Poutson. We would say, if you were going to take it in that 

way, the San Luis Dam is the portion which is the hub on which the 
Feather project can be operated, and, of course,, that is our great 
interest in that. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Sisk. Just one moment, and then I will. In other words, your 
principal concern is having that for your storage ¢ 

Mr. Poutson. Yes; that i is our big concern about it. 

Mr. Sisk. Even though it is generally understood that in the inte- 
gration features of the Dill of the State engineer as well as that pro- 
vided in my bill would provide for an enlarged reservoir for the 
storage of a million acre-feet of water on its way down to southern 
California ? 

Mr. Poutson. It is a permissive one, and—— 

Mr. Sisk. Would you agree to it if we wrote into the bill language 
directing them to do that / 

Mr. Poutson. Of course, along with it you would have to have the 
terms under which it is to be operated, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield / 

Mr. Sisk. All right, and the detailed terms on which it j © operated. 
Would you still be opposed to Federal construction of San Luis? 

Mr. Poutson. I think I have stated at all times that the proposal 
I made is the one that we prefer rather than an integrated program 
unless spelled out, because then we know—it is like this, Mr. Sisk: 
We know exactly how it is going to operate. Do you think the State 
of ¢ alifornia, for instance, wants to see your area suffer ? 

Mr. Sisk. No; I do not believe that the majority of the people in 
the State of California do, but, of course, in line 

Mr. Poutson. Do you think the people of southern California want 
that area to suffer / 

Mr. Sisk. 1 would certainly hope not, I might say to the distin- 
guished mayor from Los Angeles. Of course, as you know, there is 
a little bit of a motto up in my area, and it is becoming increasingly 
repeated in the various districts, and that is “Remember Owens Val- 
ley.” I know the gentleman will attempt to explain away some of the 
implications that cause certain fears in our area. 

Mr. Poutson. In Owens Valley everybody was paid for at their 
price. 

Mr. Aspinatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Ruopes. Not right now. There are several things I want to 
ask. 

First, I want to welcome the distinguished mayor of Los Angeles 
and the legislators from the State of California and the council of 
Los Angeles. 
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I cannot help but recall with a great deal of satisfaction that the 
mayor of Los Angeles when he was a member of this committee was 
very kind to me even though our interests at times were inimical one 
to the other, and it is a pleasure to have him here. 

I was interested particularly in his expression that the city of 
Los Angeles feels that the interests of all of the State of California 
as far as water is concerned are the interests of the city of Los Angeles, 
and it would be my hope that some day, Mr. Mayor, the city of Los 
Angeles might expand that orbit a bit to include all of that great 
trade territory which has done so much to help Los Angeles grow to 
the great city it is. 

Mr. Poutson. We have forms for annexation. I will send them 
over. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, the gentleman realizes if there is any an- 
nexation to be done, it might well be done in the other direction. 
Even so, we do feel there is a great community of interest even though 
we disagree on one of the phases of the development of the West. 

Mr. Poutson. We get our beef from Arizona. 

Mr. Ruopes. Your beef and a few other things, a few hard, round 
dollars. 

Mr. Poutson. Grapefruit. 

Mr. Ruopes. It seems to me this resolves itself down into the ques- 
tion of who has the right to this water. Is that a fair statement of 
the question we now have before us? In other words, we do not 
want to put this committee in a position of deciding an intrastate 
question as far as the use of water is concerned, any more than this 
committee in the 82d Congress decided to put itself in the position 
of deciding a similar question between two sovereign States. 

Mr. Poutson. I think I could say, Mr. Rhodes, that I do not be- 
lieve there has been any contradiction on the face of this statement 
that it is the program of the State—I do not know as Mr. Sisk has 
contradicted this part of it—that in the reservoir there would be 2 
million acre-feet, 1 million acre-feet to the south, 1 million for the 
San Joaquin Valley. But we feel we would have greater confidence 
if the State was operating it from the start, and as far as the Gov- 
ernment was concerned, they would not be out any more money one 
way or the other. They would be assured more that they would get 
their money back, whatever they gave to agriculture. If the State 
operated it, we feel that we would be able to definitely control it that 
way, and that the million acre-feet would go there and the other 
million acre-feet would go down the other way. When the head of 
the Department says, Mr. Rhodes, that we have plenty of water, we 
can use sewer water—read his testimony in the Senate—then you can 
imagine how apprehensive you became about it. 

Mr. Ruopes. I do not think the mayor of Los Angeles intends to 
indicate that the superior political power of the city of Los Angeles in 
the State of California would control this project. 

Mr. Povutson. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. What is the law of California as to priority of use as 
between agriculture and domestic? 

Mr. Poutson. It is domestic. 

Mr. Ruopes. Then domestic has a prior right as far as unappro- 
priated water is concerned ? 
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Mr. Povutson. All other things being equal. Priority of time also. 
I have to get the legal terms from Mr. Tillman. 

Mr. Ruopes. As far as priority of time is concerned, I am talking 
about unappropriated waters now, assuming simultaneous application. 

Mr. Poutson. I will let Mr. Tillman answer that. 

Mr. Titman. We have one peculiarity in California which has to 
be solved, and that is a provision in the area of origin, even though 
water should have been appropriated in manner such as this by the 
State for State projects, that the appropriation, though made and put 
to use in another area, is subject to retraction by the county of origin 
or the area in which it originates. Therefore, on that theory this 
— whether it was built by the Federal Government, who would, 

assume, as with the Central Valley project, take an assignment of the 
State appropriation, or by the State itself, as matters now stand would 
provide no firm water supply to anyone. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, I will be glad to yield to my friend from Utah. 

Mr. Dawson. I have been very much intrigued, Mayor, over your 
statement that vour chief concern was to be sure that. this reservoir 
and site would be under State control. As I understood you, you said 
that this is the hub of the program. In the event that page 2, sec- 
tion 2, of this bill, were amended to read as follows: “The Secre- 
tary of the Interior is hereby directed’”—instead of authorized—“to 
enter into an agreement with the State of California for the ultimate 
joint Federal-State use of the San Luis Reservoir,” would that not 
answer your objections, and would you then approve the bill if that 
mandatory word were inserted ? 

Mr. Poutson. Yes, Mr. Dawson. Also I think it should be spelled 
out there some of the details as to how it would operate because, as I 
have been told, there are no similar cases on record they could use 
as a precendent for handling this. That, of course, is very important, 
as to how it would be done. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Dawson. Of course, in general principle, then, you would agree 
if that amendment were made you could go along with the bill? 

Mr. Poutson. Also, as I have been advised here-—— 

Mr. Dawson. I am not asking him. 

Mr. Poutson. He is my legal attorney, understand. 

Mr. Dawson. When these attorneys get mixed into the ear we get 
ourselves all tangled up with a lot of words that can delay us. I am 
talking about in general principle. 

Mr. Poutson. In general principle, and if you have it spelled out 
so we are protected, and so Interior cannot find a method to come in 
and upset all of it. Because, after all, we are interested in Mr. Sisk’s 
area regardless of what expressions are used up there. I think it will 
be on record that I appeared back here before a committee on disper- 
sal—you ask the mayor of Fresno, and he will tell you I stated they 
should put a particular plant out in Fresno. After all, it is all Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Sisx. I would like to commend the gentleman on that state- 
ment. I want to assure him we have no selfish motive in this what- 
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soever, because we are fully aware of the population growth and the 
size of it in southern California. Of course, that is the concern I 
have had all the time—to draw up a bill which would assure beyond 
question of a doubt the use of this particular reservoir which you con- 
sider so necessary and I am inclined to agree with you to that ex- 
tent—for delivery of water. So on that basis I am particularly 
interested in hearing the gentleman’s answer to the gentleman from 
Utah. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Just a moment. With reference to your willingness to 
accept Federal construction, provided it is spelled out so that you 
are fully protected in the water you have a right to coming down 
there, you will accept it. Is that right? 

Mr. Poutson. As I say, so it is explic itly spelled out for full protec- 
tion. Then there is the matter, Mr. Sisk, of the means of enforcing. 
You know you cannot sue the Secretary of the Interior. But those are 
matters to be spelled out. 

Mr. Sisk. And if they are spelled out guaranteeing you that water, 
then you have no objection to this legislation ? 

Mr. Poutson. As long as we are protected, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Poutson. As I say, I just prefer the other method. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not a fact, though, that more than just construct- 
ing the initial reservoir is involved if the Federal Government con- 
structed it so you could pile more dirt on top of it and increase the 

capacity I million acre-feet? There is involved a tremendous number 
of engineering details—location of canal, high line, low line, how many 
fore and after bays you are going to have, the pumping systems for 
waste, the energy recovery from falling water—so many ‘details, as 
a matter of fact, it would be impossible to spell it out in legislation. 
So any simple change from permissive to mandatory language in this 
bill could be utterly inadequate to give the protection you desire for 
your part of the State. 

Mr. Asernauu. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Poutson. That is always the danger we run into. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Mr. Mayor it gives me great pleasure to welcome 
my former colleague and old friend before this committee. I never 
had the pleasure of serv ing on this committee with you but had the 
privilege of serving with you in this House where you rendered such 
outstanding service. I have had very fine and glowing reports about 
the great service you are rendering the city of Los Angeles i in your 

capacity as chief executive. Iam not surprised to hear these splendid 
reports because I am sure we all expected you to make an outstanding 
record. 

Your interest is not confined to California alone because I think the 
last official act you performed as chairman of this committee was to 
set hearings for the Fryingpan-Arkansas water diversion project in 
Colorado, a project I have sponsored for some years in the House. I 
want to express 2gain my personal apprec lation to you for your inter- 
est in projects outside of your own State. 

I am interested in just one comment here in your fine statement 
where you state, “This is California’s water.” In other words, you 





SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 143 


fee] California should settle its own water problems. I have been 
a2 little distressed to see some California witnesses opposing the Fry- 
ingpan-Arkansas water diversion project, which involves water be- 
longing solely to Colorado. I am sure you have not changed your 
opinion and attitude on fundamental water problems. So I hope you 
can use a little influence with some of your associates in California. 

Mr. Poutson. For Mr. Dawson and the rest of them, this is the 
first time I have appeared. There were other projects. This is the 
first project [ have appeared on. 

Mr. CuEeNowetu. It is a great pleasure to have you here. 

I yield the balance of my time to Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Dawson. I observe your counsel was here testifying. 

Mr. Trruman. I never testified with respect to the Fryingpan-: Ar- 
kansas in my life. 

Mr. Hosmer. In light of our previous colloquy here where you set 
forth the necessity for this water in southern California by 1965, with, 
of course, the lengthy period of time it would take to build these works, 
putting a pressing necessity to go ahead if the State goes ahead. With 
those thoughts in mind, do you think there is any reason for the 
people in the San Joaquin area to worry that their problems would 
not be taken care of promptly in a State water program / 

Mr. Poutson. I honestly and sincerely believe that their interest 
would be taken care of sooner under under the State project than they 
will otherwise; because, first of all, it has not been too le that you 
authorized a large project in the northern part of the State known as 
the Trinity River project. You know the long time it takes to get 
appropriation out of this Congress to build these projects. That 
would have a priority over this one. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, the State expressed the belief 
that the Bureau of Reclamation schedule for water deliveries would 
be 1965, whereas the State’s plan’s schedule for deliveries would be 
1961. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. Hosmer. You do not quarrel with that estimation by the State 
engineer, do you? 

Mr. Poutson. No, I do not. 

Mr. Hosmer. A further question, Mr. Mayor. You have had ex- 
perience both with the Federal Bureau of Reclamation engineters and 
with the State of California Engineering Department and its engi- 
neers. Do you feel that the State engineering organization would 
be fully qualified and competent to carry out the program that you 
recommend ? 

Mr. Poutson. I am a firm believer that all the brains and all of the 
ability does not rest in Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield there ? 

Mr. Poutson. And we have some of them in California’s repre- 
sentative from Fresno and others. And certainly as far as the engi- 
neers are concerned we will find that that is true. 

(The chairman rapped the gavel. ) 

Mr. Poutson. The big Bay Ridge was turned down by all of the 
engineers in the United States but was finally built by engineers from 
California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Has my time expired, Mr. Chairman ? 
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Mr. Asprnau. Your time has expired. We shall reconvene at 2 
p.m. The first witness will be Mr. Ray Leonard. 

The committee stands in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 05 p. m., the subcommittee recessed until 2 p. m. 
this same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Asprnatut. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will now be in session for the further consideration of H. R. 10915 
and H. R. 10952. 

The first witness this afternoon is Mr. Raymond A. Leonard, presi- 
dent of the Feather River Project Association. 

You may proceed, Mr. Leonard. \ 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND A. LEONARD, PRESIDENT, STATEWIDE 
FEATHER RIVER PROJECT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Leonarp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Raymond A. Leonard from Oroville, Calif. I wish to express 
my appreciation for the opportunity to appear before this committee. 
I am appearing before you, today, as president of the statwide Feather 
River Project Association, a nonprofit association of a grassroots 
nature, made up of men and women throughout the State, who are 
pir and personally concerned with water development and its 

roblems. 
The association was formed for the primary purpose of assisting 
in the development of the California water plan, and, in particular, the 
initial unit of that plan, known as the Feather River project. 

The Feather River project, authorized by the California Legislature 
in 1951, would directly benefit 22 of the 58 counties of California and 
76 percent of its present population. The project is designed to store 
and deliver surplus waters to areas of chtteiy and furnish badly 
needed flood control in large areas of northern California—the part 
of the State in which I live and represent in this association; which 
area was so devastated by the terrible floods of last December, as well 
as by previous floods throughout the years. 

The San Luis Reservoir is an essential part of the Feather River 
project. Without its inclusion, the Feather River project is not 
feasible. This is the position stated only last year by former State 
Engineer A. D. Edmonston and his staff. 

They based their position, in part, on the fact that the Feather 
River project would need the income from the sale of water in the 
San Luis service area. The only answer to this is, if the Federal 
Government is to construct the San Luis Reservoir, it must subsidize 
the State in an amount necessary to reduce the State’s capital invest- 
ment so that California would not miss the loss of revenue from the 
sale of water. 

When you consider that of the 470,000 acres comprising the pro- 
posed Federal San Luis service area, almost 50 percent is owned b 
14 individuals—is the Federal Government willing to undertake suc 
a subsidy under reclamation appropriations ? 

Please do not misunderstand me. I have no intention of detractin 
from the outstanding work done by the Federal Government in devel- 
oping multiple-purpose projects in the Western States. We firmly 
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adhere to the policy that cooperation, not competition, should be the 
guide to Federal-State relationships in water development. 

Considering, however, that the development of the San Luis Reser- 
voir involves the entire Feather River project and that the waters 
to flow through the San Luis are just as much for urban and industrial 
use, as for agricultural use, and are for the direct benefit of 8 to 10 
million people, it is apparent that the entire feasibility of the Feather 
River project would be adversely affected by legislation, such as is 
now pending before this committee. 

The loss of control of the disposition of those waters for the benefit 
of the entire project, excepting upon such terms as would be agree- 
able to the Federal Government, seriously jeopardizes the State’s 
position in this matter. 

Surely, a State that recognizes its responsibilities for water devel- 
opment and has expressed a willingness to proceed with such devel- 
opment, deserves the cooperation and encouragement of the Federal 
Government on projects of this magnitude. To the best of my 
knowledge, this is the largest and most expensive single water devel- 
sraeest program ever undertaken—its estimated cost being $114 

illion. 

But Federal assistance for a project of this type should not be 
forced to fit within the somewhat narrow confines of reclamation 
law—a law never designed for this type of endeavor. Such assist- 
ance should be patterned after a broader form of Federal participa- 
tion, perhaps along the lines suggested by the President’s Advisory 
Committee on Water Policy. 

It must be remembered that the Federal Government has no plans 
or expressed intention to build the Feather River project, and that 
economic necessity has required of the State of California that it 
commit itself to the construction of this project. 

Surely, then, it is only reasonable to assume that determination 
of the uses to which water stored in San Luis would be put, must, of 
a matter of necessity, be strictly a State prerogative. 

Another question, perhaps one best avoided, but one which Cali- 
fornia must face as a matter of necessity: 

The water shortage plight of vast areas of the urban and agricultural 
lands to be served by the Feather River project. Lands fer in excess 
of the limited service area of the San Luis Reservoir, must have 
water at once. The San Luis Reservoir should be in operation by 
1961 under State plans. 

Is the Federal Government, at this time, willing to commit itself to 
the expenditure of over $225 million which would have to be expended 
by 1961, in addition to the immediate expenditures for the Trinity 

roject which, according to Mr. Dexheimer’s report, must be completed 
fore the San Luis is feasible ? 

These are but some of the questions which, in the opinion of the 
association I represent, are not answered by this proposed legislation. 

Basically, we believe that water originating in California, to be 
developed for the use and benefit of the people of California, is the 
responsibility of the State of California. We believe that the Federal 
(rovernment should encourage and assist such a stand along the lines 
I have previously mentioned, but, we also believe, that a State willing 
to assume such responsibilities, is entitled to, and must be in a position 
to control its own destiny in water development and use. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have certain resolutions here which I would like to 
introduce, and also certain letters and documents, which, as I under- 
stand, would not be made a part of the record, but would simply be 
placed on file. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Unless there is any objection the resolutions and the 
letters will be made a part of the file and the proper reference to the 
same will be made in the record. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The information referred to was submitted for the files of the com- 
mittee. ) 

Mr. Leonarp. May the record show that in addition to the ones I am 
filing, there are resolutions from the city of Oroville, the supervisors of 
San Bernardino, the supervisors of Butte County, and the supervisors 
of Yuba County. 

Mr. AspinaLu. Thank you. When was the association for which you 
are appearing here today formed ? 

Mr. Leonarp. It was formed at Bakersfield on March 5, 1955. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Under what State statutes or what program ¢ 

Mr. Leonarp. This association is formed under no statute. This is 
a voluntary association, and a nonprofit association, organized under 
the nonprofit corporation laws of the State of California. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Then it is organized under a statute of the State of 
California. 

Mr. Leonarp. As a nonprofit corporation. I meant to say not under 
the water statutes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. What is the source of its funds ? 

Mr. Leonarp. The source of its funds is contributions from public 
agencies throughout the State of California, cities, counties, various 
type of districts interested in water development and from the people 
of California, contributions from individuals. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Is a list of such contributions available at any time 
the committee might request it ? 

Mr. Leonarp. We can furnish a list of such contributions at any 
time the committee might desire. 

Mr. AspinaLt. How many members do you have? 

Mr. Lronarp. Our membership consists of approximately 1,000 
members, I would say. However, that membership is composed of 
county boards of supervisors, cities, stretching from the northern part 
of the State to the southern part of the State. It is also composed 
of such organizations as the Irrigation District Association of Cali- 
fornia, and various other districts organized under the laws of Cali- 
fornia, interested in the development of water, flood control, and soil 
conservation. 

All of those, or many of those, are members of this association. So, 
our representation actually would run into the hundreds of thousands 
of people. 

Mr. Asptnatu. You have one statement on page 2, at the top of the 
page, which intrigues me. 

The only answer to this is, if the Federal Government is to construct the San 
Luis Reservoir it must subsidize the State in an amount necessary to reduce the 
State’s capital investment, so that California would not miss the loss of revenue 
from the sale of water. 


On what principle do you base that statement ? 
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Mr. Leonarp. I base that, sir, upon the report of the State engi- 
neer—the feasibility report of the Feather River project—as well as 
the report of the Bechtel Corp., which was a report asked for by the 
Legislature of California on the feasibility report, to the effect that 
it is necessary for the Feather River project to have the income from 
the sale of water in the San Luis service area in order to make the 
entire Feather River project as a unit economically feasible. 

Mr. AsptnaLL. Do you know of any other situation where such a 
contribution has been requested by a proposal that comes after the 
formation of other Federal recl: umation projects within the area? 

Mr. Leonarp. I am sorry, sir, I do not understand your question. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If the water a the Feather River is necessary for 
the purpose of going ahead and developing the San Luis project, in 
order to round out the Central Valley project of California and pro- 
tect. the investment which we have in that area, do you know of any 
other situation where such a program as you suggest would be in 
order ¢ 

Mr. Lreonarp. No, sir: I do not. The only thing that I say is that 
if the Federal Government, as is proposed under the present legisla- 
tion, is to build the San Luis Reservoir and to take the income from 
the sale of water in the San Luis service area, then I feel that it has 
a disastrous effect upon the State Feather River project. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enaue. I pass. 

Mr. Aspinautn. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 


Mr. Hosmer. 


Mr. Hosmer. As — of information, Mr. Chairman, the material 


which was accepted for the file I notice are resolutions for the opera- 
tion of the San Luis projec t. Will the record state that ? 

Mr. Asprnatt. The Chair has ordered that proper reference be 
made in the record. 

Mr. Hosmer. To make certain on the record here, the Feather River 
Project Organization is a statewide organization, is that correct ? 

Mr. Lronarp. Yes, sir, it is. It re presents areas beginning in Butte 
County in the northern part of the State down to, and including San 
Diego County in the southern part of the State. It has representation 
from San Francisco, from Alameda, the Bay area counties, from the 
counties down the San Joaquin Valley. We have tried and are trying 
to get representation from all areas that are directly affected by the 
Feather River project. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not a partisan organization ? 

Mr. Leonarp. No, sir. It is not a partisan organization in any way. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is simply interested in solving the State water prob- 
Jems by implementation of a State water plan? 

Mr. Lronarp. We are interested, sir, in attempting to solve these 
problems on a statewide basis rather than on a sectional basis. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I listened to your testimony I see that you are con- 
cerned with solving the problem in the San Luis areas as well as any 
other area of the State? 

Mr. Leonarp. That is right. The organization I represent is state- 
wide, as I have said. We have tried ver y diligently to keep our think- 
ing and our activities on a statewide basis, realizing that the Feather 
River project must be for the benefit of all of the people. 
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Mr. Hosmer. I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman reserves 3 minutes. 

The lady from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. I reserve my time, please. 

Mr. Asprnau. The gentleman from Arizona? 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I, too, was intrigued by the statement 
on page 2 about the Federal Government replacing the revenue which 
otherwise would result from the sale of water from San Luis, because 
in past years since I have been on the committee we have never been 
able to devise a reclamation project which did not need to rely some- 
What on power revenues for feasibility. 

Are you telling us that this project is so feasible only from the sale 
of water that without it the whole Feather River project would fall? 

Mr. Leonarp. No, sir. I am saying this: Under the Feather River 
project plan, the power to be used for the San Luis lift would come 
from the power revenues of the Oroville Dam. But I am saying that 
as far as the San Luis itself is concerned, under Federal construction, 
in addition to the power that is going to be required for that reservoir 
that you do need the income from the sale of water. At least, that is 
certainly the indication in the State engineer’s report. 

Mr. Aspinatt. Would my colleague yield to me at this point? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. Asprnatu. How can the San Luis project, as it is proposed, fi- 
nance the Feather River project when the San Luis project itself must 
be subsidized ? 

Mr. Leonarp. The San Luis project must be subsidized but if the 
income from the San Luis project is taken away from the State of 
California, then the State of California project becomes economically 
infeasible according to the State engineer’s report. 

Mr. Asprrnatu. I do not quite understand you. Do you mean that 
the cost of the San Luis project facilities which are to be allocated to 
irrigation are not a part of the project, then it becomes infeasible? In 
other words, if the Feather River project does not have whatever bene- 
fits are to come out of those facilities, then the Feather River project 
becomes infeasible; is that right ? 

Mr. Leonarp. That is right. The income, sir, from the sale of 
water on the Feather River project not only in the San Luis, but 
taken over the entire course of the project is based, and the cost 
of the sale of water is based upon determining this income all the 
way down the line. If you take the heart out of the project, such as 
the San Luis Reservoir and you allocate or you give the income 
from the sale of that water to the Federal Government, then you do 
affect the feasibility of the Feather River project. 

Mr. Aspinatu. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Can you tell me how much you expect to get per unit 
acre-foot, or whatever unit you want to mention, from the sale of 
water from the San Luis Reservoir ? 

Mr. Leonarp. Under the State plan ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. Leonarp. I believe the report shows from $7 to $9. 

Mr. Ruopes. This is for all purposes as an average? 

Mr. Leonarp. Per acre-foot, that is my understanding. 

Mr. Ruopes. If you sell water to the Metropolitan Water District 
what price would you obtain? 
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Mr. Leonarp. I cannot tell you what that price is. It is contained 
in the State engineer’s report. 

I believe that there are witnesses following me that will be able 
to give you that information. 

Mr. Ruopes. But the $7 to $9 is an average, and that is not just the 
price to irrigators for irrigation water ? 

Mr. Leonarp. That is the average price as estimated in State en- 
gineer’s report for the water for sale in the San Luis service area. 

Mr. Ruopes. As I understand it, the San Luis Reservoir construc- 
tion is contemplated by the State and would impound about 2 million 
acre-feet of water. 

I reserve the balance of my time if any, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman has 1 minute remaining. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Leonard, we are glad to have you before the com- 
mittee. With reference to your statement and concern about the 
Feather River project we certainly agree. I have said many times 
that we need in California to be about our business about construct- 
ing some projects. Unfortunately, in the 106 years of history we 
have not constructed one yet; is that correct ? 

Mr. Leonarp. That is correct, Mr. Sisk. I will say that California 
has constructed some $600 million worth of projects by means of irri- 
gation districts and various other districts. But you are correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I realize they did a very good job. In fact, some of them 
are the finest operations. But it was local people and not by the 
State. I want to examine this question which has been brought up by 
two of my colleagues. That is with reference to the top of page 2 of 
your statement. You stated a moment ago that you understood that 
under Federal construction the San Luis project would require sub- 
sidization. It would have to be subsidized ? 

Mr. Leonarp. Yes. 

Mr. Sisx. The sale of water at the $7 to $9 an acre-foot which 
you propose and which the Federal Government likewise proposes at 
$7.50; do you feel that there is profit in that sale of water? 

Mr. Leonarp. No, sir; I do not believe that there is a profit. 

Mr. Sisk. Where are the revenues coming from, from the sale of 
water from the San Luis service area that would in any way increase 
the feasibility of Feather ? 

Mr. Lreonarpv. When you take the sale of water as a whole, you 
determine the price of the sale of water from the beginning of the 
project down to the end of the project and you must have the income 
from the sale of water all the way down in order to set up the economic 
feasibility of the project under the State engineer’s report. 

Mr. Sisk. You mean to say you are going to have more water from 
the Feather River project than you will have need for and if the San 
Luis project were constructed as a Federal project and if they sold 
water, you would have water for which you would have no market? 
Is that your concern ? 

Mr. Lronarp. No, sir; I did not mean to imply that. I meant to 
imply that as far as the San Luis service area is concerned, that is one 
of the service areas of the Feather River project. You should have 
the income from the sale of water in that particular area as well as 
the income from the sale of water in Los Angeles, let us say, in order 
to distribute the cost of the project and make it economically feasible. 
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Mr. Sisk. But at the same time you said that the San Luis project 
would have to be subsidized. Therefore, there is no profit in the sale 
of water. It actually will be at a loss. I would like to have you 
explain to this committee how it could in any way increase economic 
feasibility when the very sale of water will of necessity have to be 
subsidized and will not bear the cost. 

Mr. Lronarp. No, sir; I said that the Federal Government, if they 
are to construct the San Luis Reser voir, would get the income frou 
the sale of water in the San Luis Reservoir. That is, that portion 
allocated to that service area 

Mr. Sisk. And they would put up the money for the construction 
of it? 

Mr. Lronarp. Yes, sir. That is what I referred to in my statement 
as the subsidy. 

Mr. Sisx. If the Federal Government puts up the money and con- 
structs the project and sells water, that relieves California of that 
$230 million expenditure of building the project. So wherein is 
vour argument germane at all to the economic fe: sibility of the 
Feather River project 4 

Mr. Lronarp. My argument is germane to this point, that as I 
understand the State engineer’s report you must still have the income 
from the sale of that water in the San Luis service area in order to 
effect the economic feasibility of the project. 

Mr. Sisk. But you have already said that water is actually sold 
at a loss and has to be subsidized. 

Mr. Lreonarp. No, sir; I did not say that in so many terms. I said 
that what would be, would be that the Federal Government would 
then subsidize the State of California to the extent that expending 
the $225 million that otherwise the State of California would have 
to expend. I used that as a point in connection with the amount of 
acreage involved and the fact that only 50 percent or almost 50 per- 
cent is owned by 14 individuals, 

I then referred to the fact, whether the Federal Government was 
willing to undertake that type of subsidy. 

Mr. AsprNaty. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Ruopes. If I have unanimous consent to do so, I will yield my 
minute to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Asprnati. And the Chair will yield his 1 minute so that the 
gentleman from California has 2 minutes additional. 

Miss Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield my time to the 
gentleman, also. 

Mr. Leonarp. My primary objection to your legislation is this ques- 
tion of time. While I appreciate the fact that you are quite sincere 
in the legislation that vou have introduced, my primary objection, 
and the primary objection of the association that I represent is that 
under Federal appropriation we do not feel that we could get those 
appropriations in time to be of benefit, not only to the lands that 
you are referring to, but to the other agricultural and urban areas that 
must have water at once. 

Mr. Sisk. Let us proceed with that. Just before we leave this 
financial aspect, then you are not asking the farmers in my area to 
subsidize the Feather River project to the extent of delivering water 
to southern California or any other area, is that correct ? 

Mr. Lronarp. No, sir. 
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Mr. Sisk. Therefore, actually when you come down to it, the mere 
sale of water would have nothing to do with the economic feasibility 
of the Feather River project? 

Mr. Leonarp. I believe it would under the engineer’s report. 

Mr. Sisk. Then you are asking us to subsidize this transfer of 
water to other areas. Otherwise, I could not understand how it could 
possibly affect the economic feasibility. 

Mr. Lronarp. I am simply asking that you let the State of Cali- 
fornia build it, the entire project. 

Mr. Sisk. Let us proceed a little further. You mentioned these 14 
individuals here. Do you feel that there would be any difference in 
the Federal Government financing the construction of San Luis under 
reclamation law which requires compli: ince with the 160-acre limita- 
tion and would require the breakup of that area and the influx of a 
great many people ¢ 

Do you ‘feel that is to be a part, as against it being financed to the 
same people by the State of ( ‘alifornia through the Feather River 
project without the necessity of breakup where they can continue 
with their huge operations and expand ? 

Mr. Leonarp. I think the answer to that, sir, would be to ascertain 
whether the owners of these large acreages would be willing to sign 
contracts with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Sisk. We have testimony before this committee that they are 
willing to sign contracts and break up the holdings. 

Mr. Leonarp. All of the large acreage ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. That statement has been prevalent throughout the 
area, of their willingness to do that, because they realize that if this 
is constructed by F ede ‘al moneys, they of necessity must do that. 

Mr. Lronarp. It is my understanding, sir, that one of the largest 
landowners does not share the desire to sign the contracts with the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair would suggest that in the interest of time 
that there be no argument back and forth, if possible. 

Mr. Sisk. You state on page 3: 

But, Federal assistance for a project of this type should not be forced to fit 
within the somewhat narrow confines of reclamation law. 

Would you explain that statement to us, Mr. Leonard ? 

Mr. Leonarp. Yes, sir; No. 1, I do not feel that the basic principle 
or philosophy of the reclamation law is to develop, let us say, water 
for urban and industrial use. It is true that you do in connection 
with the development of agricultural uses do that. But also, the his- 
tory of reclamation appropriations under the reclamation law has 
been such, again, that these lands, based upon the past history, would 
not obtain sufficient moneys in time to do these lands any good, re- 
ferring to the agricultural lands, that you have reference to. 

I feel that while what you say is true, the State of California has 
never actually built a project, ‘when you analyze the fact that the 
feasibility report of the State engineer was only filed in 1955, and the 
Bechtel report reviewed it in 1955, hereby May of 1956 you have 
nine-million-three-hundred-some-odd-thousand dollars actually allo- 
cated to get the work started on the Feather River project, it certainly 
indicates a willingness and determination of the State to go ahead. 
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We feel we must rely on that rather than the hope of Federal appro- 
priations within the time to do the work. 

Mr. Sisk. That brings up the next question which I think is of con- 
siderable importance, and that is this element of time. We have a 
Federal project here which has been completely analyzed, study and 
feasibility reports in, engineering completed, and ready to start con- 
struction. What do you have in the way of a Feather River project 
with reference to engineering aspects, with reference to financing 
under any circumstances for any start in the future ? 

For example, what will have to be done with reference to the financ- 
ing before we even get to any engineering feasibility studies? 

Mr. Lreonarp. We have the engineering feasibility report and the 
financial feasibility report as set forth in the State engineer’s report 
of February 1955. We have the review by the Bechtel Corp. We 
have the actual allocation of funds to start the acquisition of rights- 
of-way. 

Mr. Asrrnauu.. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enate. In the first place, I want to welcome Mr. Leonard, the 
witness, who is a resident and former district attorney, and one of the 
prominent citizens of our area. 

Mr. Leonard appeared before another committee this morning. He 
testified before the Subcommittee on Public Works in support of a bill 
to help us get the Oroville Dam Started. I think I am correct in say- 
ing, am I not, Mr. Leonard, that you have a very intense interest in 
seeing the Oroville Dam, which is the key unit of the Feather River 
project, gotten underway ? 

Mr. Leonarp. I certainly do, sir. 

Mr. Eneie. Whatever action or proceedings can be taken that 
would implement the early start of the Feather River project through 
the construction of the Oroville Dam is procedure which ordinarily 
you would like to see followed ; is that not right ? 

Mr. Leonarp. That is correct. 

Mr. Enate. If it were possible to arrange joint Federal cooperation 
in the construction of any features of this Feather River project, 
whether it is to be the Oroville Dam or some others, which would 
actually facilitate the construction of the project, you would favor 
that, would you not ? 

Mr. Lronarp. I would favor that, sir, if those funds could be allo- 
cated in time to do what has to be done in California as far as the 
rapid development of this project is concerned. 

Mr. Enote. If the Federal Government should build a section, for 
instance, of the irrigation features of the Feather River project as 
distinguished from the storage features at Oroville, and thereby make 
available money on a non-interest-bearing basis, to that extent both 
saving the State the initial capital investment and the payment 
of interest on those bonds over a period of years, which in half a cen- 
tury will practically equal the capital investment itself, and if that 
can be done without interfering with the most rapid possible comple- 
tion of the Feather River project, I assume you would be for that, 
too, would you not? 

Mr. Leonarp. I would say this, Mr. Engle: We are in favor of Fed- 
eral funds—certainly the non-interest-bearing items in reference to 
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your bill—but we are also in favor of Federal funds, could they be 
given in time. However, we cannot say at this time that we are go- 
ing to favor Federal legislation for the construction of any given part 
of this project, because to do so, as far as the element is concerned, 
should that particular phase of the project be authorized by the Con- 
gress without any time limitation, woul then impair the delivery of 
water that must be obtained at once in those areas of California, such 
as Fresno County and Kern County that need it. 

: = IFS, that you mentioned, we feel are the ones that cause the 
delay. 

Mr. Enate. I understand your position to be that you feel that Fed- 
eral authorization of the San Luis might in some way hold up or im- 
pede the forward progress of the Feather River project. 

Mr. Leonarp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Enexz. If you were convinced that was not the case but that a 
Federal contribution could be made in a way which would not interfere 
with the most rapid possible construction of the Feather River project, 
you would be for it, would you not? 

Mr. Leonarp. If I were convinced, sir, that under the proper terms 
and conditions and within the proper time limitation that those things 
could be accomplished, yes, sir; I would be for it. 

Mr. Enote. Thank you very much. 

Mr. AsPrnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Hosmer, for his time if he wishes to use it. 

Mr. Hosmer. I pass, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsPINALL. Thank you for your statement Mr. Leonard. 

Mr. Leonarp. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is objection, the Chair will call George 
Kerrigan, San Diego city councilman, Mr. Cooper, and Mr. McGee, en 
banc. 

Mr. George Kerrigan will be the first witness. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE KERRIGAN, SAN DIEGO CITY COUNCILMAN 


Mr. Kerrigan. My name is George Kerrigan. I am a member of the 
city council of the city of San Diego. I ama director of the San Diego 
County Water Authority. I am a director of the Feather River Asso- 
ciation. 

The city of San Diego is located in the most southwesterly corner of 
the United States and is the site of the first mission built in California 
by the Franciscan Fathers. 

During the days of the early settlers, growth in the area was ex- 
tremely slow for various reasons, but mainly because of lack of water. 
Even the Franciscan Fathers had to move the mission to secure a better 
small water supply. 

When Father Seroff founded the first mission, he wrote a letter back 
to his superiors and said he found a mission on high ground at the 
mouth of the river that emptied into the San Diego Bay and he was 
sure that there was a lot of water in the river and there were encamp- 
ments of Indians and within 5 years he had to ask his superiors to move 
the mission 6 miles upstream. 

He granted that permission and there was constructed the first 
dam and first cauedaas in the entire southwestern portion of the 
United States. 
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With the advent of railroads into San Diego and beginning about 
the turn of the century, San Diego began t . grow steadily. Its popu- 
lation in 1910 was about 40,000; 1920, 75,000; 1930, 148,000; 1940, 
202,000, and at the present time the population of the city is about 
485,000, and within the county about 750,000. Water supply has 
always been one of the most important activities toward which the 
city directed its energies. With the construction of a very large mu- 
nicipal water system it secured rights and developed most of the adja- 
cent streams in the area. 

In 1926 the city of San Diego made application for water from the 
Colorado River, knowing that its growth would be limited unless 
further impor tations could be made. 

In 1945 the city of San Diego formed the San Diego County Water 
Authority which in turn became a member of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California. The MWD had constructed an aque- 
duct from the Colorado River to the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 

In 1947 the San Diego County Water Authority completed the first 
barrel of the aqueduct to San Diego from the Metropolitan Water 
District’s Colorado River aqueduct. This San Diego aqueduct had 
been started by the United States Navy but with cessation of hos- 
tilities of World War II work was to be stopped. The city of San 
Diego agreed with the Federal Government, that if the Federal Gov- 
ernment would complete this aqueduct that the city would repay the 
cost of the aqueduct to the Federal Government on a noninterest bear- 
ing basis. This contract was assigned to the San Diego County Water 
Authority and pene have been regularly made at the rate of one- 
half million dollars a yea 

Although the first "ame of the San Diego aaeenvenet was brought in 
in 1947, w ith continuing very rapid g growth of the San Diego City and 
County area, a second barrel of the aqueduct was brought in from 
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern C alifornia in 195 4, 
financed by the Federal Government. The San Diego County Water 
Authority, now the agency bringing in the Colorado River water, 
agreed to reimburse the Federal Government for financi ing involved 
on this second barrel, including interest at about 2.6 pere ent. 

These payments are being made regularly and advance payments 
are also being made in or der to reduce the obligation at as fast a rate 
as reasonably practicable. 

Continuing growth of this area and to avoid stagnation makes man- 
datory the importation of large additional supplies to San Diego 
County. 

The California State engineer has made a most careful study of the 
— and requirements of this area as well as others in the State of 

California. They have recommended the Feather River project as 
part of the State water plan which, in brief, provides for the construc- 
tion of a multipurpose dam near Oroville, Calif, on the Feather River, 
which is a tributary of the Sacramento River. The dam would pro- 
vide flood control, power, and release water. Water would be picked 
up physically from the Sacramento River where it joins the San 
Joaquin River and large diversions would be made to serve lands on 
the west side of San Joaquin Valley, and also provide for 1,800,000 
acre-feet annually for southern C ‘alifornia, of which San Diego ‘County 
area will receive about 360,000 acre-feet annually. 
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Studies indicate that this great project, which is entirely within 
the State and can be constructed by the State, will provide water supply 
not only for vast acreage in San Joaquin Valley, which is badly defi- 
cient in supply and whose resources have dropped to an al: arming level, 
but similarly will supplement the local supplies in the San “Diego 
area as well as the Colarado River importations which can be received 
in this area. 

The Feather River project lies entirely within the State of Cali- 
fornia and is not dependent upon water supplies from without the 
State. 

In line with the policy proposed to the Congress by President Kisen- 
hower that the Federal Government should not construct works which 
can be constructed by States or other agencies and because Federal 
authority is not needed in order to divert water supplies within the 
State, it appears most practical that development of this project be 
entirely under State control. This policy proposes monetary support 
in those particular situations where there is a Federal obligation such 
as with respect to flood control, and furthermore suggests “the making 
or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests for certain purposes 
under proper safeguards * * * *” State control would be limited to 
the main transmission, pump, and delivery works. The State would 
not go into the detail distribution of water supply. 

In line with this policy, it is urgently presented that in order to 
expedite the work which can be done most expeditiously by State 
construction, the Federal Government allocate such funds to the flood- 
control features of the project as may be found to be a Federal respon- 
sibility. 

The separate construction of the San Luis project would not be to 
the best interest for the greatest number of people as pointed out in 
the State report on the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project 
dated March 1956, and in publication entitled, “Use and Recommenda- 
tion of the State of California on the Proposed Report of the Dep: urt- 
ment of the Interior on the San Luis Unit-Central Valley Project, 
California.” 

While certain features of the project can be integrated into an over- 
all State plan, it appears obvious that operation by a single authority 
is far 6 ior to divided authority. 

If the San Luis project were constructed separately and independ- 
ently from the Feather River project, it would not only be more costly 
to both agencies but would interfere substantially with the Feather 
River project and would take the heart out of this project. There 
would also be conflict in the laws under which the Federal Govern- 
ment operates and the laws under which the State of California 
operates. 

A project of this type requires carefully considered action and unan- 
imity of opinion, especially where the problems in the different two 
portions in the State of California are so vastly different. The north- 
ern part of California, especially on the Feather River project. re- 
quires flood control, whereas the southern and central part of Cali- 
fornia are in need of additional water supplies. To inject another 
factor of Federal control over a portion of the area which would be 
served from this project would make it much more difficult to solve 
the problems of the remainder of the project. 
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The city of San Diego’s position is strongly for State ownership 
and control with Federal contributions to supplement State funds for 
those portions of the work for which there is a Federal obligation. 

Past experience has indicated that Federal allocations for projects 
of this type are limited and the construction period would be extended 
over many years. Construction initiated by the State of California 
through issuance of bonds would result in much more rapid construc- 
tion and water could be delivered to areas in need well in advance of 
what would occur if under partial Federal ownership. 

In general, the Federal Government ought not to construct those 
works which States can do for themselves and where Federal contribu- 
tions only need to be made in terms of funds. 

My remarks are made to represent the thinking of the city of San 
Diego and you are most urgently requested to permit the State of 
California to develop this great project with Federal aid limited to 
the allocation of such funds as may appear to be appropriate. 


RE ENDORSING THE ACQUISITION OF THE SAN LuIs DAM AND RESERVOIR SITE BY 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


On motion of Supervisor Austin, seconded by Supervisor Howell, the following 
resolution is adopted by the board of supervisors of the County of San Diego, 
State of California: 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State’s 
water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 
the California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, it is 

Resolved, That this board join with the legislature of this State and counties, 
cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the 
acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California 
without unnecessary delay with the money which has been appropriated therefor 
by the legislature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, and control 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

Passed and adopted by the board of supervisors of the county of San Diego, 
State of California, this Ist day of May 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Gibson, Bird, Robbins, Austin, and Howell. 

Noes, Supervisors, none. 

Absent: Supervisors, none. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of San Diego, 8s: 

I, R. B. James, county clerk of the county of San Diego, State of California, 
and ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, hereby certify 
that I have compared the foregoing copy with the original resolution passed and 
adopted by said board, at a regular meeting thereof, at the time and by the vote 
therein stated, which original resolution is now on file in my office; that the 
same contains a full, true, and correct transcript therefrom and of the whole 
thereof. 

Witness my hand and the seal of said board of supervisors, this 1st day of 
May 1956. 


R. B. JAMEs, 
County Clerk and ea officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 
[SEAL] By Berry J. MARCHANT, 
Deputy. 
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RESOLUTION No. 1382753 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is dependent 
upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State’s water 
resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Council of the City of San Diego as follows: 

That the Council of the City of San Diego join with the legislature of this State 
and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in 
support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State 
of California without unnecessary delay with the money which has been appro- 
priated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, 
and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

Presented by 

Approved as to form by J. F. DuPaul, city attorney. 


By , Assistant City Attorney. 


The undersigned hereby authenticate the foregoing resolution and certify that 
it was passed and adopted by the Council of the City of San Diego, Calif., on 
April 26, 1956, by the following vote: 

Yeas, councilmen: Burgener, Williams, Schneider, Kerrigan, Curran, and 
Mayor Dail. 

Nays: Councilmen, none. 

Absent : Councilmen, Evenson. 

CHARLES C. DAIL, 
Mayor of the City of San Diego, Calif. 
FRED W. SICK, 
City Clerk of the City of San Diego, Calif. 
[SEAL] By HELEN M. WILLIG, 
Deputy. 


I hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy 
of resolution No. 132753, passed and adopted by the Council of the City of San 
Diego, Calif., on April 26, 1956. 

FRED W. SICK, 
City Clerk of the City of San Diego, Calif. 

[SEAL] By HELEN M. WILLIG, 

Deputy. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kerrigan. Thank you, gentlemen. 


We will now hear from Mr. Cooper. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES C. COOPER, JR., ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTH- 
ERN CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cooper. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles C. Cooper, Jr., assistant 
general counsel of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali- 
fornia. I think the committee is familiar geo with the compo- 


sition of the district but very briefly I want to make it a part of the 
record that we are a public and quasi-municipal corporation formed 
under a general statute of the State for the purpose of providing water 
to our constituent municipalities. 

77684—56——11 








158 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


The district is composed of the corporate areas of 23 such munici- 
palities in different counties in southern California. The city of Los 
Angeles is the largest unit but there are 22 other units of which the 
Central Basin Municipal Water District in Los Angeles County 
itself has some 200 square miles and an assessed valuation of taxable 
property of $1.25 billion. 

For the information of the committee I would like leave to present 
a map showing our district. I have two copies here and would ask 
that it be filed as part of the committee records so that you will know 
what our extent is, and the area for which we are responsible to the 
point of providing supplemental water supplies to the unit municipali- 
ties of the district. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is an objection the map referred to will 
be made a part of the file. 

Hearing no objection it is so ordered. 

(The information referred to was submitted for the files of the 
committee. ) 

Mr. Coorrr. The board of directors of our district realizes that it 
will be necessary, in addition to the waters which California is entitled 
to under its contracts with the Secretary of the Interior—those waters 
to come from the Colorado River—for the State to provide for the de- 
velopment of all of the presently undeveloped waters originating 
within the State. 

With that in mind, at the meeting of the board on May Ist of this 
year they directed that the views of the district be presented to your 
committee. A statement, Mr. Chairman, has been prepared by the 
chairman of our board, Mr. Joseph Jensen. I would ask leave of 
the Chair to present and file that and then I will go on with my own 
statement or a very brief summary of it. 

I do not intend to read Mr. Jensen’s statement or go into it, but it is 
a matter which I would like to put in the committee’s record. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is an objection the statement of Mr. 
Jensen will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF POSITION OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DistTRICT oF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA RESPECTING PROPOSED CONGRESSIONAL LEGISLATION TO AUTHORIZE 
FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN LUIS UNIT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


The board of directors of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali- 
fornia, at its meeting held May 1, 1956, directed that the respective committees 
of the Senate and the House of Representatives considering the pending bills 
be informed of the following position of the district : 

The growing population and expanding economy of California will require, 
in addition to the waters available from the Colorado River, the development 
of all the State’s presently undeveloped water resources in accordance with a 
proper State water plan. This program should be accomplished by feasible and 
sound projects to be developed from time to time by the State and other appro- 
priate agencies. The San Luis reservoir site, being essential to the broad State 
plan, should not be taken by the United States for the limited project proposed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation ; nor should the State’s costs be increased by reason 
of prior construction of a million acre-foot reservoir, when the ultimate reservoir 
must provide for storage of 2,100,000 acre-feet. When proper plans therefor shall 
have been completed, the State’s proposed Feather River project should be inte- 
grated with the applicable features of the proposed San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project, in a manner satisfactory to the State and to the United States, 
both as to construction and operation. 

The district desires to cooperate with the Congress and its committees and 
other Federal officials in accomplishing such integration . However, it is believed 
that the San Luis reservoir site should be purchased by the State and that the 
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reservoir and appurtenant works, including the applicable features proposed for 
Federal construction under the pending legislation, should be constructed by 
the State. This would permit initial construction to the ultimate, desired capac- 
ity with resulting economies and ability to meet water demands as they arise. 
The plans for the features of the San Luis development should be carefully cor- 
related with the plans for the other parts of the Feather River project. 

Substantial sums were appropriated by the State legislature in March 1956, 
for the purposes of acquiring the reservoir site and of making further engineering 
and fiscal studies respecting the routes and methods of financing of the project. 
Final plans for the construction and operation of the various parts of the project 
(other than the flood-control works at Oroville) cannot be determined until the 
results of such studies are available. 

To facilitate the construction and operation by the State of such project, the 
Congress should authorize the negotiation and execution on behalf of the United 
States of the appropriate integration agreement with the State. Such authori- 
zation should provide for Federal grants and loans to aid in financing the State’s 
works, with provision for repayment by the State of all advances except grants 
covering nonreimbursable items under established Federal policy. The advances 
covering the irrigation features would not bear interest and the repayment period 
would be prescribed consonant with customary practice. 

Pursuant to State statutes, the department of finance has made filings for 
the appropriation of water to be developed and transported by the Feather River 
project for use in the westerly portions of the San Joaquin Valley and for use 
in southern California. The “Counties of Origin” and “Watershed Protection” 
statutes of the State present serious problems that require solution by the adop- 
tion of an amendment to the State constitution, drafts of which, prepared by 
attorneys for the district, have been under consideration and study by interested 
groups throughout the State for many months. The Feather River project, both 
the features proposed originally for construction by the State and the applicable 
features of the proposed San Luis unit, should be constructed and operated by 
the State in a manner consistent with the ultimate solution of the problems rela- 
ting to the water rights involved in the entire project. No preference as to such 
water rights should be accorded the areas proposed to be served by the San Luis 
unit. 

For the reasons outlined above, it is submitted that the pending bills should 
not be approved in their present form but that appropriate legislation should 
be enacted by Congress to accomplish the results outlined in this statement. 


Mr. Cooper. As the committee, I think, is aware, there has just been 
released a proposed plan called the California water plan for the 
development of the water resources of the State. One of the projects 
included in that plan is this Feather River project, which, of course, 
would involve a multiple-purpose dam at Oroville and an aqueduct for 
transporting the water southerly for us in western San Joaquin Valley 
and u timately i in southern California. 

The plans of the State engineer show that the works for actually 
delivering the water south of the Tehachapi Mountains would not be 
completed for some 20 years. The need for such water in southern 
California may not arise to the point of requiring delivery of the 
supplemental water for some 20 years. 

our committee heard mention this morning through one of its 
members of the estimate of our general manager and chief engineer. 
There are other estimates that place the date earlier. But neverthe- 
less, it is a substantial number of years in the future. My point that I 
wish to stress here to your committee is that under the laws of the State 
of California relative to appropriation of water, particularly section 
3 of article XIV which was added to the State constitution in 1928, 
all waters must be beneficially used in order to acquire and preserve 
ap ae riate rights thereto. 

We ave on our statute books provisions which are commonly called 
the Counties of Origin and the Watershed Protection statutes. I 
could describe them in detail but the committee lacks time. 











160 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Asprnatt. The committee understands what they are about, 
so you do not need to make such explanation. 

Mr. Coorrr. I think the committee does. They do on their face 
reserve to the areas of origin all waters needed for the ultimate 
development of those areas, irrespective of an intervening use, irre- 
spective of the financing of tremendously expensive projects which this 
Feather River project would be. 

Financing by the State would involve funds provided, I would say, 
at least 60 percent by southern California. It is by reason of those 
features that our district is vitally concerned in seeing that there is 
some sound procedure established for allocating the waters of the 
State, to which no rights have yet been acquired, to the various areas 
which can suitably receive them and make beneficial use of them. 

For many months the attorneys of the metropolitan water district 
have been working on such a provision. It would involve an amend- 
ment to the State constitution. It has gone through numerous drafts. 
This committee is probably aware of the fact that those drafts have 
been introduced, one of them in the 1955 session and another in the 
March 1956 session of the State legislature for the purpose of refer- 
ence to the proper interim committee. Mr. McGee, who is next on 
your agenda, is on the Joint Interim Committee on Water Problems, 
to width the March 1956 draft has been referred for study. 

There are also committees working outside of the legislature. The 
California State Chamber of Commerce has a committee of which I 
happen to be a member. The Attorney General has gotten together 
a group of lawyers in which I am also participating. A very de- 
tailed study and consideration is being given to that draft. Ulti- 
mately, we expect to have a proposal which will be sound enough and 
sufficiently acceptable to be presented to the State legislature at its 
session convening in January 1957. 

Any such solution, gentlemen, would provide procedures whereby 
the waters that would be available for the so-called San Luis unit 
would be allocated for the proper service areas. We believe that 
there should be no preference as to the waters to be used in the service 
areas of the San Luis unit. Therefore, we think that the complexity 
of the problem would only be increased if the Bureau of Reclamation 
were authorized to construct the San Luis unit. When the final plans 
for the State’s Feather River project are known—and that will re- 
quire the studies that the legislature in March 1956 authorized—there 
will be features of the proposed San Luis unit of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation which would presumably fit into that Feather River project. 

Certainly the reservoir site is considered by the engineers to be 
essential to the State project. If that site were preempted for a Fed- 
eral project which would serve certain areas, from our standpoint it 
would impose additional complexity and difficulty in solving the 
water-rights problem. 

I purposely limit my statement at this point, Mr. Chairman, to the 
water rights provisions. With regard to the engineering and opera- 
tional difficulties, aside from the legal aspects of the water rights, there 
are others appearing here who are more qualified to speak than I am. 

I wish in closing my remarks to state that we do not believe that the 
district’s position, as I have endeavored to outline it and as it is indi- 
cated in Mr. Jensen’s statement, is inconsistent with the position ex- 
pressed here by the State officials, nor is it inconsistent with the policy 
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recommended by the Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Re- 
sources Policy. We submit, Mr. Chairman, that it would be appro- 
priate not to authorize the construction and, certainly not the opera- 
tion, by the bureau of the so-called San Luis unit. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. McGee, we shall be glad to listen to your statement. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK McGEE, MEMBER, CALIFORNIA LEGISLA- 
TURE, REPRESENTING PART OF THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY, 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. McGer. My name is Patrick McGee. I am a member of the 
California Legislature and have been, for 6 years, representing part of 
the San Fernando Valley in Los Angeles County. I am a member of 
the water committee of the lower house of the legislature. I am a 
member of the joint water committee of the legislature made up of 20 
senators and 20 assemblymen, and I am chairman of the newly created 
subcommittee of that committee made up of 10 from each house to 
solve the difficult problems of counties of origin. 

I would like for a moment, if I may, Mr. Chairman, to tell the mem- 
bers of the committee what we did during the month of March in 
this year in the California Legislature to implement the California 
water plan. Most important of all, we created the Water Department 
of the State of California. We put together about 20 existing water 
agencies that had been operating independently into one department 
of water and provided for a director of that department with cabinet 
status, 

In addition to that, the city of Long Beach and the State of Califor- 
nia compromised their differences over oil royalties under the Tide- 
lands bill and the State received $120 million cash from the city of 
Long Beach. We took that $120 million and put it into a special fund 
for development of the natural resources of California. 

In addition to that, we passed basic law which limited the amount 
of moneys which the State receives from all tidelands within the State 
and heretofore have been devoted to development primarily of beaches 
and parks, and we said that hereafter only $7 million of those royalties 
shall go to beaches and parks, $3 million shall go to the general funds, 
and the balance from here on out of oil royalty in California shall go 
into the special fund for the development of our water resources. 

So, we have started a long way toward the fulfillment of our overall 
water plan. In addition, as you have heard, we appropriated spe- 
cifically $9.5 million for the acquisition of the two dam sites that the 
State has within the Feather River project, namely, the dam at Oro- 
ville on the Feather River itself, and this, the San Luis Dam. 

I think the little differences that do appear in the position of those 
of us from California can be most graphically illustrated to the mem- 
bers of the committee by a simple glance at the map which is plate 
1, the last plate in the brochure furnished to you by the State en- 
gineer, what we are talking about. 

The tinted red represents the areas which would be serviced by the 
State Feather River project. The tinted blue on that map shows the 
area that will be serviced by the Federal proposal for the San Luis 
Dam. It is our position, members of the committee and Mr. Chair- 
man, that the taking of the blue tinted area out of the State program 
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would so seriously jeopardize that State program as to make it finan- 
cially unfeasible. If you will note the Federal proposal contemplates 
the use of an existing canal from the Delta area, the Delta-Mendota 
Canal, to pump water out of the river down to the San Luis site and 
from there pump it up into the San Luis Reservoir. 

Then the construction of what is called the San Luis Canal from the 
San Luis Reservoir on south. The State plan contemplates the con- 
struction of an entirely new canal all the way from the Tracy pump: 
ing plants in the Delta into southern California. That new canal is 
approximately twice the size and capacity of the existing Delta- 
Mendota Canal. So, if you use the Federal approach to it and you 
use the existing canals and the San Luis site to store the water, we in 
the State, under our plan would have to build duplicating facilities, 
parelleling, and approximately 100 feet higher than the existing Fed- 
eral canal and the one proposed for this project all the way down te 
nancially, I do not believe so. 

Engineeringly the two can be worked out real well together. Fi- 
nancially, I do not believe so. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, there are 3 
major dam sites and construction projects in California in which the 
Federal Government is, and will be involved in the next few years. 
There is the Trinity River diversion. There is no difference of opin- 
ion anywhere in California on it. 

We want it to go forward as it started. We are for it 100 per- 
cent, at least I am. 

Secondly, there is the dam at Oroville and we are out for it as far 
as we can get it. We need it for flood control, primarily at the 
moment, because of a devastating flood in the winter. We need it in 
the State plan for the generation of electricity to lift the electricity 
and put the water up in the San Luis site. 

We need, too, the San Luis dam site. I should like to point out for 
the committee that really there are no flood control aspects in the San 
Luis River site whatever. It is purely a storage basin. There are 
very small flood control aspects to it. There are no power features to 
it whatever. It would generate no electricity whatsoever. It is 
merely a storage basin. 

We are for some Federal assistance on it if we can get it. Above 
all, what we do not want is that in getting that Federal assistance we 
will jeopardize or hurt the overall water picture in California. We 
from southern California are particularly acute to the possibility that 
in doing it as proposed by the report of the Bureau of Reclamation 
you may jeopardize our chances of ultimately getting water from 
Feather River project, which of necessity must be stored at the San 
Luis dam site. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. The chairman of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Engle, asked that his time be given to Mr. Sisk. The 
Chair recognizes Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Cooper, I would like to explore with you first your 
statement with reference to the availability of water under State law. 
That seemed to be primarily your concern. Is it your position, Mr. 
Cooper, that no construction under the California water plan or the 
Feather River project start until that situation is solved ? 

Mr. Coorrr. Not entirely so, Mr. Sisk. The flood-control features 
and the engineering planning should go forward. We supported ap- 
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ropriations along that line. All of the money that was asked at the 
Cae session we supported. Asa matter of fact, we assisted in get- 
ting much more than the administration asked for. 

Mr. Sisk. But it is your opinion that there should not be any waters 
appropriated by irrigation districts put to use until such time as this 
county-of-origin situation has been finally determined ? 

Mr. Cooper. I think not exactly so, Mr. Sisk. When you say irriga- 
tion districts appropriate waters, we have no intention of interfering 
with the ordinary appropriation by a user of water. If any entity 
is in a position to apply for an appropriative right and to proceed 
with that application with diligence under the existing law, we cer- 
tainly are avon no objection at all. 

Mr. Sisk. You are taking a position then that you are ready for 
construction to start tomorrow on the Feather River whereby we might 
be able to distribute 1,200,000 acre-feet of water in the San Joaquin 
Valley just as quickly as the project is completed without any manipu- 
lation or study or constitutional amendment and so on? 

Mr. Coorer. No; I am not in a position to say that. 

Mr. Sisk. What do you mean, because I think this has a primary 
concern with the whole thing that many of the witnesses have been 
talking about. Our friend, Mr. McGee, has talked with reference to 
the whole timing here. 

Mr. Coorer. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. What do you propose should happen before we are per- 
mitted to have some water ? 

Mr. Coorer. As I have said in my statement, and I hope I said it 
orally, we think that the work on the constructional amendment is 
proceeding so that a bill will be introduced in January which may 
receive support, which the legislature could then propose to the people. 
If I understand the situation correctly, in the meantime, there have 
been moneys appropriated to the full extent that the State engineer 
can use for his future study and actual construction plans that he is 
working on so that he will be in a position to advertise for bids for 
construction contracts at the January session. 

I understand he expects to ask for additional appropriations. That 
work will involve features at Oroville to which I would expect our 
district would have no objection. 

When you get down to the works that would actually distribute 
water for beneficial use, other than the preliminary work and the 
actual dam construction, we think there is time before you can reach 
that stage of actual construction to work out this constructional 
amendment. As I say, we expect to have a draft which will be pre- 
sented at the January session. 

In the meantime the committee of which Mr. McGee is a member 
has it under assignment for study and it is my understanding that 
they expect to hold hearings commencing in the rather near future. 

Mr. Sisk. It is your position that before any deliveries of water 
can be made available through the Feather River project to the areas 
of the San Joaquin Valley that there must be a constitutional amend- 
ment passed which overthrows the county of origin law. ‘That is what 
you are saying? 

Mr. Cooper. I would like to say that it will substitute a provision 
for the protection of the areas of origin, which in my opinion I would 
consider far sounder and of more valuable protection to them. I have 
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always had doubt as to the validity of the counties of origin protection 
and the watershed protection statute. We are trying to work out a 
constitutional amendment which would furnish machinery which 
would give the watersheds actual firm protection for their future de- 
velopment. 

Mr. Sisk. I realize that, and the situation we face. I am getting 
back to the immediate need we have for water in our area and to try 
to determine what the position of your board is as to starting imme- 
diate construction of the San Luis unit of the Feather River project in 
order to give us water immediately. 

Mr. Cooper. I think I would like to answer that, Mr. Sisk, by saying 
in my view of the situation it would not dela "the construction to 
work out the legal problems as we are endeavoring to do, because the 
construction cannot start tomorrow under an “plan, whether the 
Bureau of Reclamation were to construct it or whether the State were 
to construct it. 

The actual physical construction of San Luis site would not start. 
As a matter of fact, we felt that the legislature this year had not asked 
for sufficient appropriation for acquisition of the reservoir site. 

Mr. Sisk. Let us assume that the State legislature and the people 
of California will not pass such constitutional amendment ae they 
orefer that the law remain as it is, what is your position on construct- 
ing? What is your position on starting construction ? 

Mr. Cooper. I would reserve until then. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you be opposed to the construction ? 

Mr. Coorer. I would not say so. I think we should endeavor to 
obtain the constitutional amendment and I think we have a very good 
chance to do it. I wish to ask specific questions when the situation 
develops. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hosmer, the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. Hosmer. I want to say that the $120 million has been extracted 
from myself and my neighbors in the Long Beach area. The only 
solace of the extraction would be the use of money for a construction 
such asthis. I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman reserves 4 minutes. The Chair rec- 
ognizes Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. I reserve my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Kerrigan, you mentioned the various diversions 
which were made from the Colorado River and mentioned that if this 
project did not go through you will have to look somewhere else for 
water. Does the San Diego County Water Authority have any other 
rights on the Colorado River which are not now being used ? 

Mr. Kerriaan. No, sir. San Diego County Water Authority is a 

part of the Metropolitan Water District. We are utilizing all of the 
vohie that is available to us. In 1954 the second section of the first 
barrel was turned on. At that time in San Diego County there was 
107,000 acre-feet of storage. The Metropolitan. Water District has 
delivered to us for 1 full year 140,000 feet of water and our storage 
was depleted from 107,000 acre-feet to 79,000 acre-feet. 

So we are in desper ate circumstances, "and we need more water. 
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Mr. Ruopes. The water right, if any, comes from the Metropolitan 
Water District? 

Mr. Kerrigan. From the State of California and from northern 
waters, yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. I mean the right to the Colorado River, you have no 
water right of your own ? 

Mr. Kerrigan. That has been merged, sir, with the Metropolitan 
Water District, two priorities of 550,000 acre-feet. It has been 
merged with that. 

Mr. Ruopes. I would like to ask Mr. Cooper concerning the project 
at hand. Is this unappropriated water that we are talking about, 
water which has not been appropriated for use? In other words, 
water for which there is no filing? 

Mr. Cooper. Yes. Mr. McGee, of course, points out there are no 
private filings. Under another State statute which is not referred 
to, it is not technically a part of the counties of origin statute, the 
department of finance for years has been authorized to make filings 
for waters that it considers necessary for the proper State develop- 
ment of a State plan. He has made such filings in which he indi- 
cates that quantities should be made available for the various sections 
of the San Joaquin Valley and ultimately 1,773,000 acre-feet for south- 
ern California. So there are those filings made which would presum- 
ably be protected. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are these filings for uses for agricultural and domes- 
tic waters ? 

Mr. Cooper. Both. The areas in the valley would be agricultural 
primarily. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is the filing broken down in acre-feet? How much 
of that is irrigation and how much for domestic ? 

Mr. Coorer. I think I have it here, just a moment. I do not want 
to trust my memory. 

No, I see that the actual filing which he made does not disclose the 
quantities for agricultural use as against domestic. But by consid- 
ering the areas he shows the west side and southern portion of San 
Joaquin Valley 945,000 acre-feet per annum, which, of course, would 
be almost exclusively agricultural use. Areas south of that are 
1,773,000. He has a provision for Santa Clara and Alameda Counties 
for 127,000 and I suppose a substantial portion of that might well be 
domestic and municipal. 

He has for the Feather River service area 311,000 acre-feet. I would 
like to point out that these filings are specifically without preference as 
to those various acres. In other words, the total quantity filed on is 
not to be broken down as to preference to the different areas. That 
leads me back to my main statement that we feel that the areas that 
would be served by the proposed and San Luis unit should have no 
preference to their water right because they would be getting waters 
to which no rights have arisen except as they are covered by the De- 
partment of Finance. 

Mr. Ruopes. What price is the Metropolitan Water District to pay 
per acre-foot from the San Luis Reservoir ? 

Mr. Coorrer. I am not prepared to answer that. You know of course 
the various estimates of the State engineer have run from $25 to $40 
per acre-foot for water delivered in the metropolitan service area. 
We are in no position to say we would accept those rates. 
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Mr. Ruopes. You would not accept the water at those rates neces- 
sarily ? 

Mr. Coorrr. Not necessarily. That is why we are requesting addi- 
tional studies to bring the rate down. 

Mr. Mercaur. Mr. Chairman, I will yield my time to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Ruopes. I yield. 

Mr. Asprnatn. The gentleman cannot yield to everybody. 

Mr. Ruopes. Very well. I have one more question and I will yield 
the balance of my time. I just want to ask you again if the Metro- 
politan Water District has any idea how much it could pay for water 
and use the water profitably from the San Luis area? Have you made 
any study in reference to that? You must have an upper limit that 
you would be =o to pay. 

Mr. Coorer. I do not know how I could give any answer to that now. 
We are speaking of water that would be t: ‘aken perhaps 20 years from 
now. We have found over the years water is worth what you have 
to pay for it if you need it, because that is the only way our area can 
live. I have no figures that I can give the committee that would be of 
value in that connection. There are too many problematical features 
in it. 

Mr. Ruopes. Does the water district know that we have processes 
now which allow us to purify salt or brackish water for around $50 to 
$55 an acre-foot. 

Mr. Coorer. I had not heard that figure. Our engineers are keep- 
ing abreast of that. I had not re: alized that it had gotten below the 
$100 figure. May I say that we must bear in mind that would be 
at sea level. 

Practically all of our service area would be substantially higher 
than sea level. It would require that continual pumping of the water 
after it were rectified. So it would be extremely expensive from that 
standpoint. The reclamation of the sea water itself is merely the 
beginning of the cost of such supply. 

Mr. Ruopes. I yield the balance of my time. 

Mr. AsprnaLb. The gentleman yielded back 2 minutes. Mr. Metcalf 
wishes to yield his time, and Mr, Sisk is recognized for 7 minutes. 

Mr. Mercatr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Cooper, is it not a fact, right in line with your an- 
swer or lack of an answer to the gentleman from Arizona, that this 
whole Feather River project is in such a state of flux that no one 
knows what the water is going to cost, that you do not even have 
anyone ready to accept a firm contract to it, that you do not even 
know for sure what route it is going to take to the south? Are those 
correct statements I am m: iking ? 

Mr. Coorrer. In the main I would think so, yes. By reason of that 
we have asked for further studies which are now underway. 

Mr. Sisk. That brings us right back to the thing we are concerned 
with. We have an area in the San Joaquin Valley that is desperately 
in need of water and wells are going dry every day. Yet we have 
a group of people back here opposing a project which will bring us 
that water purely on the theory that there is in the distance a dream 
of some kind, some sort of project, which we hope will some day come 
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to pass, but that the problems are so numerous, the studies required 
so vast, even the proposed amendment which you talk about, are all 
just matters that in essence will delay our receiving any water. Is 
that an incorrect statement ? rs 

Mr. Coorer. I would not be able to concede it, Mr. Sisk, because 
as I said earlier it is my understanding that the construction pro- 
gram necessarily is a long one. These other matters are receiving 
very careful consideration right now and will continue to do so. 5o, 
I cannot say that it would delay. 

Mr. Sisk. Certainly, you agree with me that there are a great many 
problems to overcome before the Feather River project can be built? 

Mr. Coorrer. That is right. But I want to say that the Feather 
River project has received such extensive study. 

Mr. Sisk. I was going to suggest that the thoroughness could be 
questioned because we have not been able to pin down a single thing 
that has been done on the Feather River project. No group to con- 
tract for the water, no idea of the price, you do not even know what 
route the water would take. It would seem to me that would have 
a bearing. 

Mr. Coorrr. May I say from my particular standpoint that I con- 
sider a question for the sound foundation of the water rights to be 
essential. That would be true for the Federal Government as much 
as the State. The draft of the amendment I[ have provides that. The 
constitutional amendment would provide a solution that would 
straighten out the matter. 

Mr. Sisk. I agree with you that these problems should be solved 
and ultimately will have to be solved before we can have the full 
development of the California water plan. You can understand my 
concern as to why a group of people down in the valley should have 
to wait all the years which in all probability, based on past history, 
we will have to before these problems are solved. I can say in all 
frankness here, and I hope to live out my three score and ten years, 
that I do not hope to be alive when the project is completed. That is 
the way the situation as it is progressing in California would indi- 
‘ate. 

[ would like to ask Mr. McGee a question. You mentioned that you 
are a member of an interim committee of some kind, I believe. You 
are not here representing that committee ? 

Mr. McGrr. No; Lam not. I am here as an individual only. 

Mr. Sisk. I want to be sure, because I believe Senator Ed Regan 
is a member of that committee. 

Mr. McGer. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. He does not necessarily agree with your position? 

Mr. McGee. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. Actually on that committee there are those who favor 
Federal construction of San Luis? 

Mr. McGrer. Yes. And in the legislature, too, Congressman, there 
are many who favor Federal construction. 

May I comment briefly on a point you made a moment 2¢o. We in 
the legislature certainly do not believe that the Feather River project 
is a dream or way off in the future. We appropriated $9.5 million last 
month as the first step in a 3-year program for the actual acquisition 
and construction. We made $120 million down payment on this Cali- 
fornia water plan. We change our laws to provide a guarantee of 
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approximately $20 million hereafter from tidelands oil royalties for 
the consummation of this program. 

Mr. Sisx. This $120 million that we heard discussed here, that is 
definitely already appropriated to the Feather River project 

Mr. McGee. It is not. 

Mr. Sisk. I think that is an important point. We have had a con- 
tinuing need over a period of a great many years for water in Cali- 
fornia, as Iam sure you will agree. 

Mr. McGee. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. We have gone to great lengths here of appropriating 
$9 million. What percentage of the cost of the Feather River project— 
the principle—is that ? 

Mr. McGerr. The Governor asked us for five. The legislature was 
willing to give much more. So it asked the State engineer how long 
will it take you to acquire the rights-of-way needed. He said, ap- 
proximately 3 years. We said, how much money can you spend in 
the first year. And he replied $9.5 million. So we gave him $9.5 
million for the first year’s spending. 

Mr. Sisk. You mean it is going to take 3 years to acquire the right 
of way? 

Mr. McGee. For both the site at Oroville and the San Luis. 
The reason for the complications that are present at Oroville is that 
we have to move, I believe, about 60 miles of an existing railroad and 
a State highway that go right up through the dam. 

In addition, even here at the San Luis, there is a State highway 
that presently goes right through where the dam would be. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that. In view of the shortage of time here 
we have to move along. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. The Chair 
recognizes the lady from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield my time to my 
colleague from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Asrprnauty. The Chairman is going to leave here pretty soon, 
so proceed accordingly. The Chair recognizes the gentleman for 
5 additional minutes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be possible to hear the other witnesses, and 
get back to questioning later ? 

Mr. Asprnaty. No; we can finish this up in 5 minutes. 

Mr. Sisk. We will confine this to one quick question in essence of 
time. You propose to build the Oroville Dam first. In other words, 
you propose for us to wait until this 3 years has gone by? 

Mr. McGer. No. 

Mr. Sisk. When do you propose to start construction on San Luis? 

Mr. McGer. As soon as the State engineer has acquired all the 
right-of-way. 

Mr. Sisk. That would be approximately when? 

Mr. McGer. He tells us approximately 3 years, whether the State 
does it or Federal. 

Mr. Sisx. Three years to acquire the site ¢ 

Mr. McGer. Yes. First of all, you have to go out and condemn 
enough land to move a highway. That is the first project in either 
dam site and a railroad in one of them. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it my understanding that there have been some state- 
ments made that you propose to deliver water in 1961? 
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Mr. McGee. Statements made by the State engineer. Congress- 
man, I would also like to point out that Federal reports indicate, on 
which your bill is based, primarily, states categorically in it, I will 
read the citation and quote page 4. 

Mr. Sisk. It will not be necessary for you to read it. 

Mr. McGee. That is, the San Luis construction program must await 
the completion of the Trinity under the Federal plan. If that be so, 
when will the Federal people get to San Luis if they are going to con- 
struct Trinity first ? 

Mr. Sisk. That is contrary to the facts in the case, because we have 
a statement by Mr. Murray that it is not true. Further than that, there 
is also a statement that I particularly wanted to call attention to, made 
by the gentleman that preceded | you with reference to the feasibility 
of San Luis depending upon Trinity. That is not correct. I would 
challenge anyone to show by the reports whereby the feasibility, eco- 
nomically or engineeringly of San Luis is dependent upon the Trinity 
project. 

Mr. McGer. I did not say it was. 

Mr. Sisk. The gentleman that preceded you, Mr. Leonard, did have 
that statement. 

Mr. McGer. I do not believe there is any question about the engi- 
neering feasibility. I do not believe there is any question about the 
financial feasibility. It should go forward. But it should go forward 
in a manner with State and Federal cooperation that will not hurt the 
overall program. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, we are getting together, Mr. McGee, because that 
is exactly what I propose, F ‘ederal and State cooperation and construc- 
tion by the Federal Government, and turn over to the State to operate. 
Is that not correct? Do you agree that is a feasible plan and accept- 
able to you? 

Mr. McGer. As we testified last week this is the State engineer’s 
report, and his recommendations. I am with him 100 percent except 
for one word in his recommendation, the word “construction.” 

I say that the State ought to construct this as an integral part and 
it is of the overall Central Valley project—construct and operate it. 

Mr. Sisk. And yet the State has, as far as we have been able to 
determine, no staff, even to begin to prepare for actual construction by 
the State. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. McGer. We have gone much farther than that. We have the 
Feather River report which I believe is there. We spent a quarter of 
a million dollars on hiring an outside engineering firm, the Bechtel 
people, to ask if it was financially and engineer ingly feasible and they 

said, “Yes.” 

Mr. Sisk. Is it not a fact that the Bechtel people are not able to 
come up with any firm figures as to the cost of water and they offer 
a series of alternates as to the whole route? 

Mr. McGer. That is not a fact. The only disagreement relative to 
route runs from below the San Luis service area and whether to come 
down through southern California through the inland route or whether 
to go over and go down the coast route, and that involves the question 
of lifting the water. 

Mr. Stsxk. What is Kern County going to get out of this? 

Mr. McGee. The State plan contemplates going down to almost the 
northern limi* of Kern County and then detouring at a much lower 











170 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


level of approximately 1,500 feet. That is one proposal, for further 
study. 

We appropriated $5 million to make that study. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The time of the gentleman has expired. Thank you 
very much for your presentation. 

Unless there is an objection the remaining four witnesses will be 
received en banc. 

You may proceed, Mr. Bottorff. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN BOTTORFF, FARMER, BUTTONWILLOW, 
KERN COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Borrorrr. I am Allen Bottorff, a farmer from Buttonwillow, 
Kern County, Calif. I appreciate this opportunity to present the po- 
sition of the Kern County Farm Bureau, whose members do about 85 
percent of the farming of Kern County where approximately 9 percent 
of California’s total farm product originates. 

At this time, legislation introduced in the House to authorize the 
proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley project is opposed by 
our organization. We consider it objectionable, because, among other 
reasons, it would authorize the proposed San Luis unit integrated with 
the Central Valley project, which we believe would unnecessarily delay 
development of California’s Feather River project. 

The Feather River project was State-authorized in 1951 and for 
one of its main objectives is planned to sup ply present and future sup- 
plemental water tor areas of 20 counties in California; some of which 
are quite as urgently in need of water as is the service area of the pro- 
posed San Luis unit which, in fact, itself may be well served by the 
Feather River project 

I have here a certified copy of the resolution approved by the Kern 
County Farm Bureau which, with particulars, expresses our position 
in support of State acquisition of the San Luis Creek Dam and Reser- 
voir site with funds already appropriated by State legislative action ; 
and also expresses our conviction that State construction, manage- 
ment, operation, and control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as 
part of the Feather River project should prevail. 

on our position further 

Briefly, over the years the agricultural lands of Kern County, which 
lie largely in the upper or south San Joaquin Valley, and somewhat 
south of the proposed San Luis unit area, have been Praait into pro- 
duction through use of the natural stream-flow within the area, all of 
which is now fully used, and by pumping water from wells. ‘Rainf ll, 
which is very sparse in our section, is not depended upon for crop 
purposes. 

The underground water is now and has been for some time taken out 
by pumping faster than nature replaces it with the result exhaustion 
of water supply in some areas is imminent and in others is only a matter 
of time. 

It is our understanding that latest studies by the State in connection 
with development of the California water plan indicate that the Kern 
County overdraft on ground water is about one-half million acre-feet 
annually at the present time; and much of this overdraft exists in 
areas of our county which may be served by the Feather project 
aqueduct. 
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Substantial quantities of water from this source have been applied 
for through official county action on behalf of farmers operating in 
southwest Kern C ounty, where the most serious water shortage exists. 
Other areas, where district organization is proceeding, are expected to 
follow suit. 

Lands involved, totaling about 300,000 acres or more, of which a 
substantial portion is fully developed, account for a significant share— 
one-third or more, perhaps, of the $208 million agricultural produc- 
tion of Kern County. 

When we examine the map prepared by the State in connection with 
its views and recommendations on the proposed Interior Department’s 
report on the Federal San Luis unit and then also study the maps pre- 
pared by the State for the Feather River project and future units of 
the California water plan, four conclusions may be reached: 

1. The main aqueduct of the Feather River project passes through 
the full length of the proposed San Luis unit service area 

The proposed San Luis unit could be supplied by water from the 
Feather River projec t aqueduct ; 

3. Service areas of the Feather River project and future units of the 
California water plan lying south of the proposed San Luis area are 
dependent on the Feather River project aqueduct ; and 

4. The storage and regulating reservoir at San Luis Creek is at a 
location vital to the operation of the Feather River project and to 
future water transfers under the State water plan. 

In our opinion future economic welfare of the State is going to 
depend on successful operatiton of this reservoir and of these aqueducts 
by the State in connection with its projects. 

Evidently this opinion is shared by the majority of the people in 
California, for the State legislature has continuously given support to 
the Feather River project since authorized, and during the last 
budget session appropriated $914 million which included money for 
the San Luis Reservoir site to be purchased without unnecessary delay. 

We are convinced this action is fundamental to the development of 
the fair and sound water program essential to California’s needs and 
that appropriate means will be developed for financing the Feather 
River project; furthermore, that its construction can be accomplished 
under the step-by-step procedure recommended by the State engineer. 
We believe this can bring about more rapid water deliveries to our areas 
and those en route than could be anticipated otherwise. 

In presenting our position today we, of course, in common with 
others here, are under somewhat of a handicap because we do not 
know what the final report of the Interior Department on the pro- 
posed Federal San Luis unit may finally show; that report not being 
available. 

= the basis of the existing proposed report we believe: 

The equitable cost of water to users in Kern County and other 
areas of California would be adversely affected by authorization of 
the proposed San Luis unit as an integral part of the Central Valley 
propos; 

The feasibility of the State Feather River project would be ad- 
ve ieee affec ted by dedication of the San Luis Reservoir site to the 
= of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project ; 

Any action to integrate the proposed San Luis unit and the State 
Fe: a River project, by Federal authorization, whether similarly 
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integrated at the same time with the Federal Central Valley project, 

or otherwise, will cause delay in construction of the Feather River 

project and in the development of the California water plan for control 
of floods, conservation, development and distribution of the water 
and power resources of California. 

We believe the people of California now envision the Feather River 
project, with trunkline canals from the delta southward, with the 
two dams and reservoirs at the Feather River near Oroville and at 

San Luis Creek near Los Banas, and the works involved, as constitut- 
ing the southward pmol extension of northern California’s river 
sy stem. 

We are aware that the Federal Central Valley project has unused 
capacity at present in the Delta-Mendota Canal and the Tracy pumping 
plant during certain times of the season. 

Would the Federal Governemnt be willing to permit the State to 
use these facilities, under terms satisfactory to » both, in connection with 
the State Feather River project during its earlier years of operation ? 

If so, the water to be pumped and moved during the period of the 
contract entered into for this purpose could, perhaps, facilitate meet- 
ing present urgent Feather River project water requirements in the 

valley. A portion of this water could, of course, be made available to 
the west side area designated for service by the proposed San Luis 
unit and some could be used in areas farther south where it could save 
Kern County farmers from water bankruptcy. 

If this arrangement could not be made under present Federal laws, 
we would be happy to see legislation approved to authorize such action. 

However, we think it may be unlikely the Central Naa project 
can spare permanent use of this present excess capacity on the Delta- 
Mendota Canal and Tracy pumps to the State Feather River project ; 
and we regard it as likely the Federal Central Valley project, through 
additional conservation works, may expect to deliver water so con- 
served through its present Delta facilities to lands lyi ing within pres- 
ent boundaries of the Central Valley project basin service area where 
it may be in demand by the time the Feather River project can provide 
its own parallel canal from the Delta. 

Furthermore, we believe the State may desire to build the 11,000- 
cubic-foot-per-second Delta-San Luis Reservoir Canal of the Fe ather 
River project, in order to gain both maximum feasibility and maxi- 
mum quantities of water for southward movement. 

The proposed San Luis unit report calling for major works to cost 
$229.000,000 also includes features proposed for either Federal or 
non-Federal construction as follows: 


Betrieution epetene COMAOl iis. bs scatters ctiwssiemitecdcte wae $129, 748, 000 
SNR al, tha add nbucmmannek es Coa e a 20, 638, 000 
et nn ol solid tases tis Genre ates talents tea zichaa ep heint ates ape OE te ae 150, 386, 000 
Features proposed for non- -Federal construction buihethinbewe sthaeee atl 19, 681, 000 
NN I a I a 170, 067, 000 


The State of California, in its views and recommendations on the 
proposed report, calls attention to the fact that inclusion of relift 
pumping facilities and power for relift pumping as items of Federal 
cost is inconsistent with present Bureau of Reclamation practice. 








SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 173 


Therefore, it appears to us that such costs as these physical works 
would entail should more properly be allocated to costs of nonmajor 
features. 

To do so could, perhaps, run the above list of such costs to $200,- 
000,000 or more—representing a very substantial project in itself. 

Should it be possible for the U nited States to likewise look upon 
the Feather River project somewhat as we have pictured it to you; 
namely, as the main trunkline extension of California’s northern 
rivers, from which appropriation for the water needs of the proposed 
San Luis unit could be made, possibly it would permit the area 
to develop its required distribution and other facilities under a bureau 
project, if so desired; and they could look to Congress for necessary 
authorization and for the $200 million or so necessary for these facil- 
ities. 

We do not believe we would object to this approach to this phase of 
the San Luis unit problem. 

However, we are opposed to the abnormal subsidies indicated as 
intended for the proposed San Luis unit area under terms of the 
proposed report. 

Within Kern County there are water agencies which have contracted 
or plan to contract for water to be delivered through Friant-Kern 
Canal facilities of the existing Central Valley project. 

Water users of such agencies look forward.to reduced water costs 
upon a facilities. 

To set over a portion of anticipated net proceeds from water sales 
within these and other existing agencies using Central Valley project 
water and thus extending the payout period, | as is being done in this 
instance and as was done in the authorization of the Trinty unit of the 
Central Valley project, seems grossly unfair to users receiving water 
from such agencies. 

The State points out that the financial feasibility of the San Luis 
unit depends entirely on the assistance, valued at $73,000,000, provided 
by other units of the present Central Valley projec t. In other words, 
the cost of delivering irrigation water would exceed the total net 
revenue from sale of such water by $73 million during the 60-year 
period of the financial studies appearing in the integr ated projection 
sheets attached to the report. 

The State also points out that the proposed San Luis Unit operation 
would absorb, under full operation, about 70 percent of the electrical 
energy produced by the Trinity River unit of the Central Valley 
project and that power facilities valued at about $67 million : associated 
with this would be set over, interest free, to the proposed San Luis 
unit, with the charge for energy to be at 214 mills per killowatt-hour. 

Our understanding i is that determinations of the cost of producing 
this Trinity unit power last year during Senate committee’s hearings 
on the Trinity unit were 6.8 mills per kilowatt-hour with a 21% per- 
cent interest factor and 7.2 mills per kilowatt-hour with a 3 percent 
interest factor. 

Our further understanding is that this particular Trinity unit 
power has special value amounting to several million dollars annually 
for quick or on-peak purposes. Will this value be foregone in event 
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the procedure recommended by the Bureau for the proposed San Luis 
unit is followed ? 

In closing, Kern County Farm Bureau wants it well understood it 
has every desire to see the legitimate supplemental water needs of all 
areas of California met reasonably and with economy and efficiency 
to the water user. 

We believe very effective progress in this direction may be made, of 
particular benefit to west and south San Joaquin V alley, by prompt 
development of the State Feather River project and that this is pref- 
erable to action on the proposed Federal San Luis unit. 

We furthermore believe the facts presented here make our course of 
action in opporing the present proposal to federally authorize and 
construct the San Luis unit as part of the Central V alley project con- 
sistent with fairness, equity and justice and in full harmony with the 
best interests of the people of California and of the nation as a whole. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the conservation, regulation, control, development and distribution 
of the water resources of California are of vital economic importance to both 
the State and United States; and 

Whereas the State of California, through legislative action, is embarked upon 
a program to accomplish these ends through development of the California water 
plan; and 

Whereas the Feather River project, the initial unit of that plan, is authorized 
and the amount of $9,350,000 was appropriated by the State legislature this 
session for continued development of the construction program of this project 
and for acquisition without delay of lands and rights-of-way for the Oroville, 
San Luis, and other dams and reservoir sites ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, together with aqueducts from the 
delta of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers to the southern end of the San 
Joaquin Valley, to southern California and to Bay County areas are basic ele- 
ments of the Feather River project and of the California water plan and essen- 
tial to the present and future feasibility and success of the project and of the 
plan; and 

Whereas the Father River project will be able to provide present and substan- 
tial future supplementary water needs of areas within 20 counties having nearly 
one-half the population of California; and 

Whereas the proposed service area of the San Luis unit which is conditionally 
recommended for authorization by the United States Bureau of Reclamation can 
be adequately supplied supplemental water by the State Feather River project, 
upon construction of the first step of its construction program, with equity and 
fairness to all service users of the proposed unit as well as to all service users 
of the authorized State project ; and 

Whereas by contrast the Federal authorization of the San Luis unit as a part 
of the Central Valley project or “integrated” in more or less degree with the 
State Feather River project, or any combination of the two, will cause undue 
delay in the construction and earliest usefulness of the Feather River project 
to all service areas of the project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, 1. That the Kern County Farm Bureau does hereby join with the 
legislature of the State and with counties, cities, water districts, and civic 
organizations throughout California in support of the acquisition without delay 
by the State of lands for dams and reservoirs, including the San Luis Creek 
site, from funds appropriated and provided therefor by the legislature of the 
State; and 

2. That the State of California shall construct, operate, manage, and control 
the Feather River project as the initial unit of the California water plan includ- 
ing the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and with provision for delivery of water 
to the land of West Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties of California proposed 
for service by the San Luis unit ; and 

3. That the secretary of the Kern County Farm Bureau be instructed to 
prepare and deliver to Allen Bottorff, the duly-appointed representative of the 
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Kern County Farm Bureau, certified copies of this resolution for delivery to 


legislators and authorities having interest. : 
Certification: This is to certify that the above resolution was unanimously 


adopted at the regular meeting of the board of directors of Kern County Farm 


Bureau on Thursday, May 3, 1956. 
[SEAL] KERN CouNTY FARM BUREAU. 
J. B. RIMMER, 
Secretary-Manager. 


Mr. AsprnaLu. We will now hear from Mr. Vance Webb. 


STATEMENT OF VANCE WEBB, MEMBER, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF KERN COUNTY; CHAIRMAN, WATER PROBLEMS COMMITTEE, 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF KERN COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Wess. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
Vance Webb. I am a member of the Board of Supervisors of Kern 
County, chairman of the water problems committee of that board. 

We in Kern County are in a peculiar situation. We are neither 
fish nor fowl. We do not belong to the southern area of the State, 
neither are we included in the San Luis project. We receive no water 
whatsoever from that project. 

Kern County is the largest county in the San Joaquin Valley. Our 
wells are going dry. Water is dropping rapidly. Some of our wells 
are pumping below the 500-foot level. 

secause of our proximity to the metropolitan area of the southern 
part of the State, it is necessary that we be in a position to produce 
food for those areas. 

We do not object to the other areas in the State receiving water. 
We think that we should. We feel that the Feather River project 
will insure us water sooner and cheaper than the Federal project 
would. 

I have a resolution here from the board of supervisors. Also two 
other resolutions from the Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce and 
Wasco Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture which I would like 
to have made a part of this hearing, if I may. 

I will yield my time to Mr. Kelly. 

(The documents referred to are as follows: ) 


RESOLUTION ON INTEGRATION OF SAN Luis UNIT 


Whereas on February 29, 1956, the Kern County Board of Supervisors directed 
a letter to the State engineer, Sacramento, Calif., in which they expressed certain 
objections to recommendations by the Commissioner of Reclamation, in Wash- 
ington, D. C., that the San Luis unit be made an integral part of the Central 
Valley project, and 

Whereas on this occasion, the Kern County Board of Supervisors pointed up 
that this integration would adversely affect the feasibility and productivity of 
the State-authorized Feather River project which is the only plan which would 
supply the critical water needs of this area, and 

Whereas the Board of Supervisors also expressed concern over the Commis- 
sioner’s second recommendation, that the San Louis unit be made an integral 
part of the Feather River project, suggesting herein that far more time and 
study by people of the areas directly affected is necessary before such authoriza- 
tion is granted and, too, that these people directly affected be given ample oppor- 
tunity to express their views prior to such authorization: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce, representing 
upward of 700 industrialists, agriculturists, wholesalers, retailers, professional 
and service firms in the metropolitan Bakersfield area, accept the recommenda- 
tion of its agricultural committee and concur in the comments of the Kern 
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County Board of Supervisors in its letter to the State Engineer, dated February 
29, 1956, and commend collectively the members of the Board of Supervisors for 
their position in opposing the recommendation of the Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion, Washington, D. C.: Be it further 

Resolved, That the Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce take this means 
and opportunity of reaffirming its previously stated position endorsing the State- 
authorized Feather River project, including the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
as a part thereof, as the best suited plan to supply urgently needed water to Kern 
County and other water deficient areas of the State of California: Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the following: Kern 
County Board of Supervisors, State engineer, Senator Jess R. Dorsey, Assembly- 
woman Dorothy Donahoe, Assemblyman H. W. “Pat” Kelly, Congressman Harlan 
Hagen, State Feather River Association, and the Kern County Water Association. 


RicHarp K, NEWMAN, Jr., 
President, Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce. 
Attested by: 
WakrrEN D. Bruce, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economic welfare and development of the 
State of California is dependent upon the control, operation, regulation, con- 
servation, development, and distribution by the State of California of its water 
resources; and 

Whereas the legislature of the State of California has authorized the Feather 
River project as the initial unit of the California water plan and has appro- 
priated the sum of $9,350,000 for the purchase and acquisition of lands and 
appurtenances required for the construction of said Feather River project spe- 
cifically including the site of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, together with 
additional phases of construction of said Feather River project; and 

Whereas the said San Luis Dam and Reservoir and aqueduct therefrom along 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley southward to the southern end of said 
valley and to southern California are essential basic elements of said Feather 
River project; and 

Whereas any plan of integration of the proposed Federal San Luis unit would 
cause undue delay in the construction and operation of the Feather River project 
as the initial unit of the California water plan and would thereby adversely 
affect the feasibility of said Feather River project as such initial unit of said 
California water plan; and 

Whereas the immediate construction of said Feather River project as the 
initial unit of the California water plan is essential to the present and future 
economic welfare of the entire State of California: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Wasco Chamber of Commerce and 
Agriculture of the city of Wasco, State of California, as follows: 

That this Wasco Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture does hereby join with 
the legislature of the State of California and with counties, cities, water dis- 
tricts, and civic organizations throughout said State in support of the prompt 
acquisition by said State of California of lands and appurtenances for the site 
of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir from funds appropriated and provided 
therefore by the legislature of said State of California ; and 

That said San Luis Dam and Reservoir be constructed, operated, managed, 
and controlled by the State of California as a part of the said Feather River 
project as the initial unit of the California water plan. 

Resolwed, further, That the secretary-manager of the Wasco Chamber of Com- 
merce and Agriculture is hereby authorized and directed to send a copy hereof 
to Assemblyman H. W. Kelly, representative of the 39th Assembly District of 
the State of California. 

Wasco CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND AGRICULTURE, 
LARRY LyNCH, President. 
M. A. WiL1I18, Corporate Secretary. 





- 
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STATEMENT OF PAT KELLY, MEMBER, STATE LEGISLATURE AND 
REPRESENTATIVE OF KERN COUNTY FROM THE 39TH ASSEMBLY 
DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Ketiy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a statement on behalf of the board of supervisors of Kern County. 
I would like to have this appointment of me as the representative 
to be in the file. 

(The document referred to is in the files of committee.) 

Mr. Ketiy. My name is Pat Kelly. I am a member of the State 
legislature and a representative of Kern County from the 39th As- 
sembly District. 

The county of Kern is a political subdivision of the State of Cali- 
fornia. In area said county contains 5,230,080 acres, or 8,172 square 
miles. By comparison, the area of this county is the approximate 
equivalent of the entire State of Massachusetts, or, by further com- 
parison, in geographical size is the approximate combined equivalent 
of the entire States of Connecticut, Delaware, and Rhode Island. 

Within the county 660,590 acres of land was in production of 
planted crops in 1955. Again by way of comparison, this cultivated 
acreage is the equivalent of approximately 85 percent of the entire 
area of the State of Rhode Island. 

The total agricultural production of the county of Kern in 1955, 
including dairying, poultry, and livestock, employed a total land acre- 
age of approximately 3,200,000 acres with a total agricultural produc- 
tion return value of $206,473,112. 

The greater part of this county’s total cultivated crop acreage is 
the result of reclamation by irrigation of the desert-like southern end 
of the San Joaquin Valley which covers approximately one-fourth 
of the area of the county. Heavy application of water has made pos- 
sible the great expansion of such planted acreage from 328,000 acres 
in 1940 to 660,590 acres aforementioned as of 1955. 

The legislative body of the county of Kern is the board of super- 
visors, composed of five members who are as follows: Mr. John Holt, 
chairman, Mr. W. R. Woollomes, Mr. Floyd L. Ming, Mr. Vance A. 
Webb, and Mr. Charles P. Salzer. 

Under date of May 1, 1956, the said board of supervisors of the 
county of Kern adopted its resolution setting forth the policy of the 
county of Kern with reference to the proposed construction of the 
San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and appurtenances within the county of 
Merced, State of California. In accord with the policy adopted and 
set forth in said resolution, this statement is prepared and submitted 
in furtherance of the policy of the county of Kern, State of California, 
together with the recommendations and suggestions hereinafter more 
specifically made. 

The present and future economic welfare and development of the 
State of California is dependent upon the control, operation, regula- 
tion, conservation, development, and distribution by the St»te of Cali- 
fornia of its water resources. By specific action of the legislature of 
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the State of California a conservation, construction, and development 
program known as the “Feather River project” has been authorized 
by said legislature as the initial unit of the California water plan, 
which said plan contemplates the present and future development of 
all of the water resources of said State. 

The said San Luis Dam, Reservoir, appurtenances, and aqueduct 
therefrom along the west side of the San Joaquin Valley southward 
to the southern end of said valley and to southern California are essen- 
tial basic elements of said Feather River project. 

In furtherance of the immediate commencement of planning and 
construction of said Feather River project as the initial unit of said 
California water plan, the legislature of the State of California at 
its budget and extraordinary session concluded the 5th day of April 
1956, has appropriated the sum of $9,350,000 for the purchase and 
aquisition without delay of lands and appurtenances required for the 
construction of said Feather River project, including specifically the 
site of said San Luis Dam and Reservoir, together with additional 
initial phases of construction of said Feather River project. 

The immediate construction of the said Feather River project as 
the initial unit of the California water plan, and specifically including 
therein the said San Luos Dam, Reservoir, and aqueduct as hereinabove 
mentioned, is essential to the present and future economic welfare of 
the entire State of California. The county of Kern specifically, and 
generally the southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley in which 
the county of Kern is geographically located, is at the present time 
faced with serious water deficiencies, which said deficiencies are con- 
tinuously becoming more drastic, and which will basically affect the 
economic welfare of the State of California unless substantial sup- 
plemental waters are made immediately available and within the short- 
est possible time. Such serious water deficiencies are rapidly extending 
to encompass the entire area of the southern part of the State of Cali- 
fornia southward to the border of the Republic of Mexico. 

In order to prevent the serious detriment to the economic welfare 
of the entire State of California, which will inevitably result from the 
ever-increasing water deficiencies now being suffered by many areas 
within this State, immediate conservation of the water resources of 
the State of California is imperative. Such conservation can only be 
effected by the construction of reservoirs within which to preserve the 
runoff of waters within this State otherwise lost to the sea, and by the 
distribution of such thusly conserved waters to areas of deficiency by 
an adequate aqueduct system. 

It is believed that such conservation and distribution can best be 
effected by the immediate construction, operation, management, and 
control by the State of California of its natural water resources carried 
forward by the immediate construction of said Feather River project 
by the State of California, and including, as an essential part thereof, 
the said San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and aqueduct thereto appurtenant. 

It is believed that any plan of integration of the proposed Federal 
San Luis unit would cause undue delay in the construction and opera- 
tion of the said Feather River project as the initial unit of the said Cal- 
ifornia water plan, and would thereby adversely affect the feasibility 
of said Feather River project as such initial unit of said California 
water plan. 
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With respect to the financing of the costs of construction of said 
Feather River pres the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern 
suggests that the State of California and the United States enter into 
an agreement of partnership whereby a portion of the funds for con- 
struction of the Feather River project of the California water plan be 
provided by the United States under a loan agreement. The existence 
of such a partnership between the United States and the State of Cali- 
fornia would materially assist the State in the sorely needed develop- 
ment of its water resources by the pooling of Federal and State funds. 

Such pooling of funds would insure adequate financing and an ear- 
lier delivery of water to the southern San Joaquin Valley and to the 
southern portion of the State of California encompassed within the 
Feather River project of the California water plan. 

As an inherent part of the development of its natural resources under 
the sovereignty of the State of California, it is suggested that the man- 
agement and control of all of the elements of the California State water 
pl: in, including the San Luis unit thereof, should be vested primarily 
with the State of California. 

In presenting this recommendation and suggestion, the county of 
Kern in no wise seeks to oppose or infringe upon the opportunity of 
any portion of this State to receive water. The county of Kern fully 
recognizes the drastic needs of counties to the north to immediately 
receive supplemental water. The Feather River project, as a part of 
the California water plan, fully recognizes the urgent need of said por- 
tions of this State, and fully provides for all of such needs as contem- 
plated by the Federal San Luis project. The Feather River project, 
however, not only contemplates the urgent needs of said northern por- 
tions of the San Joaquin Valley, but further recognizes, and extend to, 
the equally drastic needs of the county of Kern, the southern portions 
of said San Joaquin Valley, and the entire southern portion of the State 
of California, not provided for in any manner whatever by the pro- 
posed Federal San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. 

The development of the California water plan by the State of Cali- 
fornia in accord with such a partnership between said State and the 
United States would be in harmony with the report made by the Presi- 
dent’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy at Washing- 
ton, D. C., on January 17, 1956. That report, which was er pared by 
a committee consisting of then Secretary of Interior McKay, Secretary 
of Agriculture Benson, and Secretary of Defense W ilson, includes 
this statement: 

The Federal Government should encourage non-Federal initiation and assump- 
tion of responsibility for construction of water-resources projects. This encour- 
agement should include payment in the case of non-Federal projects of the amount 
that would have been nonreimbursable had the project been federally constructed 
and the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests for the con- 
struction of projects and other appropriate means. 

As an incentive to non-Federal construction of partnership projects having no 
vendible products, the Federal Government should increase by 10 percent the 
amount which it would contribute under the proposed general cost-sharing pro- 
cedure if the project were to be built by the Federal Government. 

The Federal Government should, to the extent necessary and appropriate, make 
or guarantee loans, under reasonable regulations and with adequate security, to 
States or iocal political subdivisions to construct water-resources projects. * * * 

Inclusion of the San Luis unit as an essential part of the Feather 
River project of the California water plan would be distinctly in 
accord with this national water policy. 
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In presenting this statement the county of Kern wishes to extend to 
the President of the United States, to the President’s Cabinet, to the 
Congress of the United States, to the Legislature of the State of Cali- 
fornia, and to all of the counties thereof its sincere cooperation to the 
end of satisfactorily resolving the proper conservation of the water 
resources of the State of California in the interests of the economic 
welfare, not only of the county of Kern and the State of California 
but to the United States of America as a whole. 

A personal presentation of this statement of the county of Kern 
before the Congress of the United States and/or the appropriate com- 
mittees thereof and/or the appropriate officials of the United States 
will be made by the Honorable Vance A. Webb, supervisor of the fourth 
supervisorial district, county of Kern, and by the Honorable H. W. 
Kelly, assemblyman of the 39th assembly district, California State 
Legislature, as special legislative representative of said county of Kern. 

Mr. Asprnati. Thank you very much. The Chair understands your 
needs because he has traveled over and flown over that country and 
knows what you are talking about. 

Now we have Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
AND POWER, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Perrerson. My name is William S. Peterson. For over 33 years 
I have been employed with the Department of Water and Power of the 
city of Los Angeles. Since October 1, 1955, on the retirement of Mr. 
Samuel B. Morris, I advanced to the position of general manager and 
chief engineer. 

Because of the large size of the delegation present from southern 
California, it was not our original intent in the department of water 
and power to give personal testimony but events and statements given 
before your committee prompt my appearance to clarify our position 
on the subject matter of the bill before you for consideration. 

From information given in reports and pamphlets on the California 
water plan, which have been made available to your committee, it will 
be evident that the total water supply of California is estimated to be: 


Acre-feet 
TORT Fi idirk teeteemetenncnni pena eile E dah ee enh Wikies emit 70, 850, 000 
ae I I on oi tae ceeme bck ns meres sci: ciaestnesen accede apenactinn tenses 5, 362, 000 
AE Sac: nsicedhck \cacmish actuceincucedi nm iaiclaianaiieiad thease aaa aan caida taletidsacpnkl ahi 76, 212, 000 


Although Southern California has slightly over one-half the popula- 
tion of California it only has 2 percent of the runoff of the streams. 
Through direct diversion and pumping of the underground basins of 
these streams, a large portion of the 1,400,000 acre-feet of flow is con- 
served. Essentially only the flash floods and sewage is discharged to 
the ocean. 

One of the early movements of water from north to south to meet 
this problem of water scarcity was to construct the Los Angeles Aque- 
duct from the Owens Valley to Los Angeles. This water supply was 
provided by purchase of lands and their water rights. Another, of 
course, was the development of the aqueduct from the Colorado River 
by the Metropolitan Water District to supply southern California. 

In these projects the area has issued its own bonds to make the de- 
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velopment. Where the Hoover Dam was involved, the costs advanced 
by the Federal Government are being returned with interest through 
revenues from power and domestic water. Southern California asks 
for no subsidy for its domestic and industrial water supply. 

The demands for Metropolitan Water District are growing so fast 
that the district now plans to complete all of its siphons, pipes, and 
pumps to bring the aqueduct to its full capacity within 5 years. Only 
a few years after that it will be antic ipated that water equal to the full 

‘apacity will be delivered and other sources of water supply must be 
available. 

This field of municipal water supply is one in which the Bureau of 
Reclamation has had very little direct interest. It is therefore apt to 
be the case that they might develop irrigation projects with little 
warning that they may be encroaching on projects at least equally 
necessary for domestic water supply. Such is a possibility in the San 
Luis project. 

Since World War II, the State of California has again made study 
of its water problems. At a cost of approximately $8 million for 
surveys and studies, it has developed the previously mentioned “Cali- 
fornia water plan” under which all parts of California may ultimately 
receive adequate water supply to accommodate an ultimate popula- 
tion of 40 million together with providing for 20 million acres of 
irrigated land, thus making use of 51 million acre-feet. This plan 
seeks to develop its water resources for all uses including domestic and 
industrial, irrigation, flood control, navigation, power, recreation, 
fish and wildife, and sanitation. 

Under this plan the areas of origin are to be protected by provision 
of adequate water for their future needs and a system of water con- 
veyance set up, whereby about 23 million acre-feet of water may be 
moved southerly to meet the needs of redistribution throughout the 
State. 

This plan is a great conception. The plan is so big, the problems so 
numerous and so extensive and the need for overall coordination so 
important, that it cannot be taken care of by any city, group of cities, 
district» or regions, although each is important in handling the local 
supply on its being made available. The projects in this plan cannot 
be occasional projects developed as a result of the urge of a given 
area but the whole program must be operated from a utility supply 
viewpoint with the responsibility resting with the State for the proper 
amounts of water being at the proper place on time. The Federal 
udministration with respect to electric power matters has said the 
Federal Government cannot assume this type of responsibility. Un- 
doubtedly the same is true with respect to water. Clearly it is the 
responsibility of the State. 

The Feather River project spreading 600 miles is the first unit of 
this comprehensive plan, providing benefits of flood control, irrigation, 
recreation, fish and wildlife and power in the headwaters area and ad- 
jacent flood plane; domestic, industrial and irrigation water supply 
Alameda, Santa Clara and San Benito Counties; irrigation along 
nearly the entire length of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley 
and continuing on to ) southern California with water mainly for do- 
mestic and industrial use in seven counties but with some small areas 
anticipating irrigation use. 

77684—56——13 
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The San Luis Reservoir is a vital key unit on this long aqueduct 

system so necessary to the economy of California. To us in southern 
California this reservoir is necessary to regulate, that is equalize, the 
flow so that water can be transmitted the long distance w ith the 
utmost economy. Also this reservoir must not only serve the San 
Luis unit in Fresno County with small portions in Kings and Merced 
Counties immediately, to overcome the difficulties of a ‘deep receding 
water table but it must have the added second million acre-feet of 
‘apacity to serve the equally severe needs of farms in Fresno, Kings, 
and Kern County Sadie south in the same valley and regulate the 
remaining substantial flow to southern California. This is not just 
a 1,200,000 acre-feet project for a section of the valley but is at 
least a 3,880,000 acre-feet project heavily dependent on the inclusion 
of the San Luis Reservoir for its successful and economical operation. 
To understand the timing and amount of the need of southern Cali- 
fornia for water let me recall to you that the Colorado River Aque- 
duct was conceived in 1923, and surveys were undertaken. The Met- 
ropolitan Water District was formed in 1928; $220 million worth of 
bonds voted in 1931; construction completed in 1941. In 18 years, 
1954, 300,000 acre-feet per year, one-fourth of the aqueduct capacity, 
was being used. At that time the underground overdraft was esti- 
mated at the same amount. If the consumers had purchased water 
to avoid the overdraft, one-half of the aqueduct capacity would have 
been called for. At the same rate of use it can be seen that we should 
pl: in to have additional supplies as early as 1968. Others may change 
this figure by a few years but few say later than 1974. The magni- 
tude of the project and the time required to build the long strete ches 
of aqueduct prompt immediate decisions so that the work of planning 
and building can be under way. 

This job and others like it must be planned and coordinated by the 
State. Other organizations have started from scratch and dev eloped 
organizations to ‘do similar work. So may our own State with its 
new setup of organization by recent legislation for this express 
purpose. The bills which are before us for discussion contemplate 
Federal aid for this great project through Federal construction of a 
small but very Mmportant portion of the project. In money value the 
San Luis unit comprises about one-seventh of the total Fe: ither River 
project. Integration of the project with the Central Valley project 
is being talked of and integration with the Feather River project is 
being talked of. Our concern is that in getting aid through “integra- 
tion” we not actually get “disintegration” and lose the key reservoir 
to the enterprise. ‘This is a startling statement; let me lay the basis 
for it. 

The fundamental studies available to your committees relative to 
these projects are: First, a —_ by the Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, on the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, 
dated May 1955; second, a report by the St: ite of California entitled 

“A Program for Financing and Constructing the Feather River 
Project” ; third, a report requested by the California State Legislature 
which report is known as the Bechtel report and is an independent 
review of the State report; and fourth, a report by the State of Cali- 
fornia entitled “Views and Recommendations of State of California 
on Proposed Report of Department of the Interior on San Luis Unit, 
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Central Valley Project, California.” These reports represent earnest 
and competent study but with different objections in view. 

In southern California, as indicated in the testimony of Mayor 
Poulson, of Los Angeles, we are concerned because the Department 
of the Interior is ¢ onsideri ing plans whereby the full 2 million acre-feet 
of capacity of the San Luis reservoir is to be used for San Joaquin 
Valley irrigation. He cited a recent annual report on the Central 
Valley project on this, directing your attention to a quotation from 
page 27. In my review of the Department of the Interior “San Luis 
Report t” I find the same view substantiated 1 in several places. On page 
63 in describing the features of the San Luis Dam and reservoir, 
it says: 

For the ultimate development of the San Joaquin Valley, additional west side 
Storage capacity would be required. At that time it would be possible to increase 
the storage in the San Luis reservoir to 2 million acre-feet. The embankment 
zones therefore would be arranged to facilitate the raising of the fill at some 
future date to provide a reservoir with a large capacity. 

On page 153 in referring to the Feather River project report of the 
State of California, it says: 

The I'eather River plan presented in the February 1955 report includes * * * 
a large reservoir on San Luis Creek for irrigation use * * * 

This limited function of the reservoir was stated despite adequate 
information in the report that this reservoir was to provide 2,500 
second-feet of continuous flow for 1.8 million acre-feet to be trans- 
mitted to southern California primarily for domestic and industrial 
purposes. 

On page 155 with regard to the Federal Government’s San Luis 
plan, the following is stated: 

A second construction stage would be required to enlarge and extend the canal 
to meet Avenal Gap demands and additional stages would be required to adapt 
the canal to service to southern California. 

This obviously puts a load on the San Luis reservoir not contem- 
plated by the Feather River project and might have serious conse- 
quences on the delivery of the proper quantity and force other means, 
presumably less desirable, to meet the situation. 

Finally, on page 157 the following statements are made: 

Thus it appears that the re requirements per acre will be greater for the 
Avenal Gap unit than for the San Luis unit. On this basis the total annual 


Avenal Gap import requirement probably will be 1.5 million acre-feet or more 
under conditions of full development. 


This water could be provided through repetition of the San Luis operating 
principle. The winter surpluses in the Delta could be pumped through an 
enlarged Delta- Mendota Canal (or a second canal adjacent to the Delta-Men- 
dota) into the San Luis Canal and thence in the potential Avenal Gap reservoir. 
In addition to Delta-Mendota Canal, the lower reaches of the San Luis Canal 
and the San Luis Reservoir would require enlarging. Or the area might be 
served by the Feather River Aqueduct. 

With 1.5 million acre-feet being so handled, what becomes of the 1.8 
million acre-feet to southern California to be handled through the 
same facilities ? 

I believe we can now understand why there has been so much 
urgency to have the Federal Government to construct as its means of 
giving aid. This indeed poses a problem of integration that may lead 
to disintegration as far as the supply to southern California is con- 
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cerned. This is why we are urging Federal aid through a grant of 
funds, as is proposed for flood control on the Oroville Dam project 
under the Engle bill or as funds are granted for other assistance to 
local projects such as roads or schools without having the Federal 
Government construct the local facility. 

Leaving this most pertinent phase of integration and discussing 
the problem in its more general aspect, we find that the recommenda- 
tions of the regional director, adopted by the commissioner of recla- 
mation, set the pattern for the discussion of the Federal San Luis 
report by the State of California, prepared by Mr. H. O. Banks. The 
regional director refers to the San Luis unit as being constructed, 
operated, and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation as an integral 
part of the Central Valley project, or in lieu thereof, that the San Luis 
unit be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation and “upon agree- 
ment between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of California 
and with the approval of the Congress be operated and maintained by 
the State of California as an integral part of the proposed Feather 
River project.” It thus appears that legislation such as the Sisk 
bill (H. R. 10915), which indicates the unit as a part of the Central 
Valley project, is in line with the first conception and gives little 
opportunity for true integration which must be with the project 
operating as a part of the Feather River project. 

It becomes evident from a detailed study of the California report 
on the Department of the Interior report that, as a part of the Central 
Valley project, the first half of the San Luis Reservoir would remain 
a part of the Central Valley system. On the other hand, in the pro- 
posal for integration with the Feather River project, the State report 
shows direct payments to the Government with ultimate ownership 
to be achieved by the State. The bills under consideration are not 
drawn on this basis. 

In this California report mention is made of difficulties of negotia- 
tion and contract. The Governor of California indirectly mentioned 
the same. I share their belief and can agree that determination of 
construction and design features, operating and maintenance features, 
and financial features can easily delay the project and add to the 
administrative difficulties. 

The measure of these difficulties and the program under which 
money could be made available is shown in the four detail analysis 
sheets at the end of the California report. Reference to them will 
show the 4-year earlier delivery of water to San Joaquin Valley areas, 
and hence revenues therefor, for financial analysis No. 4, as compared 
with the other three analyses on an integrated basis. 

From these same studies it is also clear that as long as we can be 
assured that the San Luis unit will remain dedicated to the services 
proposed in the Feather River project, the costs will not be materially 
different to southern California whether integrated with the Feather 
River project or done fully by the State. However, in the interests 
of more immediate service to distressed communities, we are for sim- 
plifying the procedures and request Federal grants instead of con- 
struction and integration. 

It is our position that with respect to the nonreimbursable expenses, 
the grants should rest on the derived values and not be omitted because 
California may be in good financial condition. Also help by interest 
free financial support for irrigation will bring just as much or more 
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taxable wealth in California as in other States and in fairness to the 
State should be done. The amount of this grant should be strictly 
limited to the portion of construction costs that can be allocated to 
irrigation and should be determined by those estimating the project. 
In approximation it is, in the ultimate, something greater than the con- 
struction cost of the first stage of the San Luis project. 

Although only a small part of the first stage of construction of the 
San Luis | project, $6 million, is allocated to domestic and industrial 

vater a very substantial portion of the second stage construction would 
be for that purpose. 

In, conclusion, I am against the bills, S. 178 and H. R. 10915 in their 
present form. I am against Government construction and resulting 
need for integration, and I am for State construction with Federal 
Government grants in aid for nonreimbursables and loans to be repaid 
without interest for irrigation features and loans for utility power 
service or domestic and industrial water supply, if there should be 
such, to be repaid with interest. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Sisk, you are recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Peterson, I appreciate having you before the committee and 
your statement. I would like in the beginning to assure you that I have 
read the complete statement of the State engineer and studied it at 
considerable length and I am very familiar with that. Of course, in 
view of the fact that he has come back here along with the governor 
and has testified in favor of Federal construction and the provisions 
of an integrated project at San Luis, is it my understanding that you 
disagree with him? 

Mr. Pererson. I disagree with him to the extent of not wanting to 
get into an integrated program because of the fear I have expressed 
on this Avenal Gap business which might be the aim of the Bureau 
of Reclamation to hold this reservoir for that purpose and through in- 
tegration probably achieve that. 

‘Mr. Sisk. I would disagree completely with you, Mr. Peterson, when 
we consider what we are asking i in the proposed legislation is Federal 
construction at San Luis with Federal funds and operation on the 
part of the State. I do not find any room whatsoever for your fears. 
I think you have failed completely to produce any evidence here other 
than apparently your doubts as to the veracity and so on of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Federal Government. 

Mr. Pererson. No. I was quoting the reports of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. That is their report, page 157. 

Mr. Sisk. But we do not have the bureau’s report under consider- 
ation. We have under consideration legislation authorizing an inte- 
gration of the San Luis project. 

Mr. Pererson. You are authorizing an integration of San Luis 
project as a part of the Central Valley project. That is the first point 
that I would take issue with and the State of California takes issue 
with you on that through the engineer’s report. 

Mr. Sisk. That is not necessarily factual. 

Mr. Pererson. The next step is integration as a portion of the 
Feather River project. That is less disagreeable to me than the first 
one. 

Your bill actually provides for operation, as I read it, by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. You have said that it does not. You have said 
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operation can be by California. It can only be such if the Secretary, 
through the process of integration, would agree to it. 

I just read your bill a few minutes ago when I came in here and my 
inter pretation of what I read is that the Secretary operates. 

Mr. Sisk. Of course, as you understand the bill forms the basis 
for legislation, and certainly just as this morning we had a discussion 
with reference to directing the Secretary instead of authorizing—by 
the way your meyor agreed to Federal construction on that basis and 
so testified. 

One other question I would like to ask, Mr. Peterson, and I will con- 
clude with you. 

You would have no objection to construction starting immediately 
upon the Feather River and the San Luis part of that project as a 
State project completely without any change in law, without any 
amendments to the constitution. You right | now would have no ob- 
jections to the immediate starting of construction and for the delivery 
of water into the San Joaquin Valley ? 

Mr. Pererson. I would be guided by the program that the State 
engineer has laid out. Again referring to his report, you will note 
that he receives revenue in his report in "1961 from this very unit that 
we are speaking of. Whatever is necessary for him to accomplish 
that, I am in favor of. I know this contemplates some need to have 
the constitutional amendment problem settled in our next legislative 
session. I believe it can be. But fundamentally, the same water 
rights that are in jeopardy and pertain to that project probably ad- 
here to this one because the San Luis Reservoir is a very key project 
for the whole business because of its important influence in regulating 
the flow on the long aqueduct. 

What is necessary to protect that in the State engineer’s judgment 
is what I would back up. 

Mr. Stsx. Let me ask you this. If it were possible that the people 
in my area, who are right adjacent to the Delta-Mendota Canal could 
make arrangemen nts to receive direct from the Delta-Mendota Canal, 
without usurping your site, do you have any objection to our receiv- 
ing water from the Delta-Mendota Canal, assuming arrangements 
could be made for supplying the Mendota pool ? 

Mr. Pererson. I still go back to what I said before because the State 
engineer has a program that will give them their water sooner than 
the State engineer shows that same thing happening under the pro- 

visions of your bill where it is integrated with the Central Valley 
project. Your water comes 4 years later that way. I am backing 
up the State engineer. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not believe your conclusions and my conclusions of 
the State engineer’s position and his statement would verify that state- 
ment. Forgetting everything else, you are concerned w ith State water 
projects. 

Mr. Pererson. You do not say I do not verify what was in here. 
I am going to prove that. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Part of this is not germane to these hearings. 

Mr. Pererson. It is proved in these sheets if you will read them. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The Chair would ask that the member not argue 
with the witness. The Chair would suggest to the witness to keep in 
order. 

You may ask your question, Mr. Sisk, without any argument. 
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Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The point I am asking you is the question as to whether or not you 
object to our people in “the San Luis area receiving water from the 
Delta-Mendota Canal provided we would receive that water without 
the use of the San Luis site. 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, I have no objection to that. 

Mr. Sisk. You have no objection to us receiving water through the 
Delta-Mendota Canal if that arrangement could be made without 
infringing on the San Luis? 

Mr. Pererson. No. My concern is to protect the site. 

Mr. Sisk. That is your only concern ? 

Mr. Prrerson. That is my only concern. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Bottorff, I would like to ask you this: You are a 
member of the Kern County board of supervisors, are you not ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No. Not myself. Mr. Vance is a member of the 
board. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it a fact that the San Joaquin Valley Association is on 
reerd for Federal construction of San Luis? 

Mr. Wess. A part of the valley supervisions. They passed that but 
not unanimously. 

Mr. Sisk. They went on record in the San Joaquin Valley Associa- 
tion that they favor the San Luis. I am not asking if it was unani- 
mous. I am asking if the organization is in favor of it. 

Mr. Wess. They went on record with a minority report. 

Mr. Sisk. It is on record in favor of the Federal construction. 

Mr. Wess. By a portion of the valley it was put on record. 

Mr. Sisk. That is an organization of how many counties? 

Mr. Wess. There are approximately 8 counties in that organization 
and 4 of them are small counties up in the area of San Luis. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Bottortl, Mr. O'Neill stated the other day if the San 
Luis project were built with Federal funds—he was willing to sign 
recordable contracts. Provided you receive Federal funds, are you 
willing to sign recordable contracts in your area ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not believe I asked for Federal funds. I 
suggested that if the area in question for their distribution system 
wanted to organize it and apply under the reclamation laws by appro- 
priation from the great Feather River project canal, they probably 
could do so. 

Mr. Sisk. You mean to say you are not on record asking for any 
Federal funds whatsoever in this project? That you are opposed 
to receiving a Federal loan of any type? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I might be the only one here that is in the position 
of following the State’s suggestion in the first place, which was the 
development of the Feather “River project as a feasible project, not 
necessarily with Federal aid. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Miter. I would like to add one question and, with your 
permission, 1 would like to yield the balance of my time to Mr. 
Hosmer. 

I think on page 11 of your statement you say : 

I am for State construction with Federal Government grants in aid for non- 
reimburseable and loans to be repaid without interest for irrigation features and 


loans for utility power or domestic and industrial water supply if there should 
be such, to be repaid with interest. 
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That is your statement ? 

Mr. Perrerson. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. Since you are asking for Federal funds for the con- 
struction of the project, would you have any objections to the Federal 
Government reviewing the engineering features, reviewing the con- 
struction features, and drawing up a repayment contract that would 
guarantee the taxpayers a return of their money invested in the 
project ? 

Mr. Pererson. No. I would think it desirable and proper. 

Mr. Mitier. It would be desirable? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Mr. Muier. I would like to yield my time to Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

I want to tell you gentlemen from Kern County that I am very 
happy to see you here, and also the gentleman from San Diego, which 
indicates that there is a wide interest in this project and in the way 
this Congress may or may not resolve it. 

Mr. Peterson, unlike my colleague from Fresno, I can understand 
your fears with respect to the Bureau of Reclamation. When one 
comes to look at this program that has been developed by the State 
over the past 10 years and the progress which has accelerated so 
swiftly in the last year, we feel the whole State fears Federal Gov- 
ernment encroachment on a solution of the internal problem. As 
a consequence I feel there is ample evidence to back you up there. 

With that preliminary, let me say this. We have substantially 
three approaches to this problem. One is a single approach from a 
single area for a Federal project to be integrated with the Central 
Valley project which secondly might be permitted to give some benefit 
to the Feather River plan of the State. 

Secondly, we have the program that was endorsed by Governor 
Knight and the State engineer to more or less mongrelize this pro- 
posal by having the Federal Government step in and construct as a 
yart of the Feather River project and have the operation and control 
ie the State and the land owned by the State and after 40 payments to 
have the Federal Government step out altogether and have it become 
a part of the State program. 

We have the third approach that you have expounded that would 
have the State pick it up from the beginning and under a partnership 
arrangement, essentially, have the Federal Government put in some 
money and also give some engineering advice and approval; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. There are those 3 methods of which I approve this 
third one. 

Mr. Hosmer. And you favor the one approach ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. You had some comments to make with respect to the 
State engineer’s report. There was not time in your question before. 
Would you like to make those comments now and give us an idea of 
what we have here? 

Mr. Pererson. I would say this—that the State engineer’s report 
on the San Luis report is probably the most important document that 
your committee will have available to it to set out the details of how 
this operates under integration. 


rs 


SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 189 


Mr. Hosmer. Is that the views and recommendations of the State of 
California presented to the Interior Department ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct, this thin book. It has value in indi- 
cating the difficulties of integration. I assure you gentlemen that you 
cannot conduct integration operations without considerable difficul- 

ties. That is the way they operate. They are settled ultimately but 
it takes quite a bit of doing. 

Distinguish carefully, if you will. There is a vast difference be- 
tween integration of this piece of the Feather River project as a part 
of the Central V alley project as contrasted with integrating it as a 
part of the Feather River project. Don’t let integration occur to you 
as being the same thing in those two cases. It is not. Under the 
first case it remains a part of the Federal Government setup. The 
State does not buy it out. It stays operating that way and the rev- 
enues that the State gets are those that result from the remainder of 
the operation and they are shown in this report. They are the less 
desirable of the two and were so indicated. 

Mr. Hosmer. I believe that is alternative number one mentioned in 
the report. 

Mr. Pererson. Or alternative number two, which is a little better. 
Then the other form of integration, number three, is more favorable 
to the State. But under that the State puts up this money over a 

eriod of 40 years to buy out the Government’s advance here without 
interest, and then becomes the owner of the project. That is the 
other method. 

The reason I advance the next step is this: This is a terrific project 
that is under way. This is an important part of the project because 
it is like the keystone of an arch, it is important engineeringly. If 
that piece that is the most important is all balled up, I will say, with 
integration operations, it is not going to be clean cut and result in 
final good economy of operation. It is a thing that should be admin- 
istered locally and that is why I say, can’t the Government follow the 
pattern that is offered by Congressman Engle in flood control for 
the Oroville Dam, or can’t they follow what they are going to do 
probably with respect to highways or schools. You advance the 
money. You let the local agency carry on the developments. You 
advance the money with whatever controls you need for repayment, for 
excellence of construction, for excellence of planning. But if you 
are going to carry on this assistance on a thing like California is in- 
augurating, you are in a new field of endeavor. It is not like the old 
simple reclamation developments. This is a more complex job. 

Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, it is the biggest development that 
a State has ever planned or come up with in the history of the country. 

Mr. Pererson. It is big for the United States, let alone for a single 
State. 

Mr. Hosmer. As you mentioned this one-seventh part of it, unless 
it is integrated w ith complete lack of friction not only from engineer- 
ing but from the financial aspect and legal aspect, it would not work? 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think the committee may have a feeling that the plan 
where the State buys the projects in 40 annual installments is one 
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like where the State would do it altogether by itself, which may give 
the idea that the State cannot move fast enough. 

The overall Feather River project is not to be built at one time but 
it is to be built in stages. 

Mr. Prererson. It is to be built in a series of stages. Those stages 
are set forth very satisfactorily in the State report. 

Mr. Hosmer. What is the first stage / 

Mr. Prererson. The first stage contemplates the Oroville Dam and 
the San Luis Dam. 

Mr. Hlosmer. In other words, this is No. 1 out of the box. 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. You mentioned the matter of rights of way and legal 
technicalities and things of that nature. Is there anything about the 
operation of the Federal Government that could get that out of the 
way any quicker than the State could ? 

Mr. Pererson. I would generally assume that on the purchase of 
right of way and on the preliminary plans and getting ready for the 
final specifications there could be very little difference in the rapidity 
of a ‘complishime nt. 

Ir. Hosmer. Insofar as the financing is concerned, the State would 
Gnd it possible to make an overall commitment immediately, whereas 
the Federal Government would have to depend upon annual appro- 
priations. Is that a fact? 

Mr. Perrrson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that why you feel that the State doing this job could 
get it done more quickly than the Federal Government? 

Mr. Pererson. I believe the financing situation will enable the State 
to not be limited by the same type of limits that you run into in the 
Federal Government by so mnch each year, maybe 20 to 30 million or 
whatever it may be. The State could throw in more than it had to. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you very much. All time has expired. Unless 
there is objection, a letter from our colleague, the Honorable Glenard 
P. Lipscomb, to which is attached a letter from Mr. Harold W. Wright, 
general manager of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, will be 
made a part of the record at this ‘place. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 10, 1956. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 


Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I understand that the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs is holding 
public hearings beginning May 11, 1956, on H. R. 10915 (Sisk) and H. R. 10952 
(Gubser), “To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis 
unit of the Central Valley project, California, and for other purposes.” 

Enclosed for the information and consideration of the subcommittee is a letter 
which I have received from Mr. Harold W. Wright, general manager of the Los 
Angeles Chamber of Commerce, advising me of the opposition of the Los Angeles 
Chamber of Commerce to the Bureau of Reclamation’s being authorized to con- 
struct the San Luis project. 

I would appreciate the subcommittee’s inclusion of Mr. Wright’s letter in the 
transcript of its hearings on these bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
GLENARD P. Lipscomps, 
Member of Congress. 
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Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
May 3, 1956. 
Hon. GLENARD P. Lipscoms, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR GLEN: This is to advise you that the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 
is opposed to the Bureau of Reclamation being authorized to construct the San 
Luis project here in California. We will appreciate your consideration of our 
views on this in connection with the hearing, which we understand is being held 
on May 11. 

The San Luis Reservoir is a most essential part of the Feather River project. 
Without its being so developed and operated as to tie in completely with the 
Feather River project, it would be impractical for southern California to receive 
its water from the project. 

To develop it primarily for irrigation of lands as proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s plan, and only incidentally as a part of the Feather River project, 
would be placing the emphasis on the lesser of its two important uses. Further- 
more, all experience that has been had with the Bureau of Reclamation has dem- 
onstrated the difficulty in working at long range to resolve problems vital to 
local communities. And certainly with the reservoir being developed for irriga- 
tion interests we could expect a great deal of trouble in trying to fit its operation 
into the needs for domestic water supply for this area south of the Tehachapi. 

Since the Feather River is to be under State development it is entirely incon- 
sistent and unreasonable to have such an important part of it dominated by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. We do not believe that legislation by Congress, no matter 
how carefully worded, could prevent great difficulties from arising, provided the 
control of the reservoir is in the Federal Government’s hands. 

What we have said above does not preclude an interest in the San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir on the part of the Federal Government. It is important that the 
lands in the area which would be served receive supplemental irrigation water 
and the Federal Government, of course, long has taken responsibility in this field. 

We think that the way for this participation is properly outlined in the report 
of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy. Clarence 
A. Davis, Under Secretary of the Interior, in an address before the national 
conference on water resources policy at St. Louis on January 24, 1956, had this 
to say with respect to that report: “fhe Committee closes its report by recom- 
mending Federal participation in non-Federal projects built by the States and 
their agencies.” 

Later he says: “There seems little reason why all of the power and authority 
that go with the control of a great universal natural resource like water should 
be concentrated in the city of Washington. If it were so, the financial burden 
would become intolerable. The political power that goes with such centraliza- 
tion in itself is a fearful thing, and the lack of local control of local resources and 
situations is greatly regretted.” 

We believe that this report, involving exhaustive study and analysis by three 
Cabinet officers responsible in the field of water development, points to a prac- 
tical and highly desirable procedure in furthering development of our water 
projects. We believe that the Feather River project offers a good opportunity 
to apply the proposals enunciated in this report and that in so doing the State 
of California would gain through having the Feather River project under a 
single direction, with home rule, at the same time that the Federal Govern- 
ment would profit by taking off its shoulders much of the overhead and, conse- 
quently, tax burden which is entailed in its development and operation of projects. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD W. WRIGHT, 
General Manager. 


Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is objection, a resolution accompanied 
by a letter of transmittal from the Honorable Clair Engle will be 
made a part of the record of last Friday. 

Is there any person in the audience at this time who has a statement 
and wishes to have that statement included in the record ? 








192 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH M. WEGIS, FARMER, 
KERN COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Weais. I have. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Do you have your statement prepared ? 

Mr. Weats. I have. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. Is it in favor of the San Luis project as proposed ? 

Mr. Weais. It is opposing it. 

Mr. Asprnauut. Unless there is objection, after the statement has 
been properly reviewed by the engineer consultant, it will be placed 
in the record of this hearing. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PROPOSED SAN LvuIS UNIT, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIF., BY KENNETH M. WEGIS, FARMER, KERN COUNTY, 
PRESIDENT, KERN COUNTY FARM BUREAU, AND OFFICER AND DIRECTOR, WATER 
ASSOCIATION OF KERN COUNTY 


GENTLEMEN: I am a farmer and, with my father and brothers, farm 1,700 irri- 
gated cultivated acres in Kern County. 

The testimony I will present will be from a farmer’s point of view and, I believe, 
is representative of farmers of Kern County. 

Much of our county to be served by the Feather River project is in much 
the same situation in its dire need for water as the western part of Fresno 
County, and as such needs water yesterday. 

Consequently, in viewing any projects we look at them from this aspect: 
(1) Will it bring water to Kern County; and (2) how soon? Also, how soon 
will it serve our State, for we want our State to grow. 

The Feather River project is the only answer we see, not only in Kern County’s 
problem, but also to all the rest of the State’s. 

In this connection the San Luis Reservoir is the great balancing reservoir 
in the movement of water from the north to the south and thusly the heart 
of the project. 

To take the control of this vital reservoir out of State hands is to put the 
operation of the whole Feather River project system in jeopardy. 

Secondly was the question of timing. The porject cannot be built quickly 
enough to satisfy our needs. So any unnecessary delays will be extremely 
disastrous for our economy. 

Evidence of the history of Federal appropriations for reclamation projects 
in California shows they have been at an average annual rate of $20 to $30 
million. 

With the list of uncompleted Reclamation Bureau projects in California 
already authorized, totaling approximately $400 million, of which about $350 
million is still to be appropriated, it is obvious that the proposed federally built 
San Luis unit would be disastrously long in its construction. In the meantime, 
the whole Feather River project would be held up as far as water deliveries 
are concerned to areas of need, and this means the westlands and our area. 

Now as to the other side of the picture. That is whether the State could 
finance the project on its own. The State engineer’s report on the construction 
and financial feasibility of the Feather River project issued in Februray 1955, 
fully stated a financing plan whereby the State could handle the job in its 
entirety. This report was later substantiated by the Bechtel Corp. in its analysis 
of the State’s report. 

Why a State which annually spends $300 million on State highways alone, 
$750 million on schools, has a State budget of about $1,800 million, looks forward 
to about $2% billion from offshore oil income within the next 20 years or so, 
has annual farm income of over 2% biilion, can’t assume responsibility for 
the development of its own water resources to best advantage for all its people 
and agriculture by putting up some capital money is a complete mystery to 
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the farmers of Kern County, and we are also interested in paying our fair 
share of the bill when the Feather River project gets under way. 

Here you have the reasons why we in Kern County find it necessary to oppose 
K'ederal participation and want the State to proceed at once with the Feather 
River project under the State water plan. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 


Mr. Asrrnatu. The hearing is continued subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 


Xx 

















